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ABSTRACT
“Meeting Proficiency – Can elementary schools, with subgroup of students with
disabilities, exit Program Improvement after 2014?”
“A study to determine if Instructional strategies and/or Inclusionary Practices, and
Principal support of these practices, contributed to schools reaching Safe Harbor, meeting
AYP Benchmarks or Exiting Program Improvement in the 2012-2013 school year.”
by Carolyn Lindstrom Bradvica, M.A.
In 2002, President Bush signed into law the No Child Left Behind Act, which
required all students to be proficient in English and Math by 2014 (Congress, 2002),
including all subgroups. Students with disabilities were expected to meet the proficiency
criteria along with all other subgroups. NCLB also required schools to report assessment
scores to reflect the achievement of students as well as demonstrate all students were
meeting, or at least making gains to achieve, proficiency. If students did not reach the
expected benchmark the school was identified as failing and placed in Program
Improvement. (CDE, 2011) Each school year, NLCB required a greater number of students
in the schools to meet proficiency. This resulted in more and more schools, as the years
progressed and the number of required students rose higher, unable to meet the required
benchmarks, mainly because of the students with disabilities subgroup, thus more schools
were being placed into Program Improvement. However, there were a few schools that
were meeting their benchmarks and exiting Program Improvement.
This is a mixed-methods study of Title 1 elementary schools in four Southern
California counties, with the subgroup of students with disabilities, regarding which
instructional strategies and/or inclusionary practices Special Education teachers
implemented, with school leadership support, to provide students with disabilities access to
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the general education curriculum and allow schools to exit Program Improvement (PI),
meet AYP criteria, or reach Safe Harbor status. This study will benefit elementary
schools, as they approach 2017 when PI status will be implemented again, to understand
how to assist students with disabilities gain greater access to general education curriculum
and develop skills to meet proficiency.
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Chapter I: Introduction
January 8, 2002 is a significant date in public school education. George W. Bush
signed into law the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) (Congress, 2002). The
purpose of NLCB is to “…demand an increase in the quality of education in America’s
public schools as determined by yearly assessments of student progress” (Rentschler, 2006,
p. 637). The law amended the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESAE) originally
signed by President Johnson in 1965 (Crawford, 2011) and requires that all students be
proficient in English and Math, as demonstrated by state assessment and accountability
tests, by the year 2014.
NCLB requires all districts and schools receiving Title 1 funds to
meet state ‘adequate yearly progress’ (AYP) goals for their total
student populations and for specified demographic subgroups,
including major ethnic/racial groups, economically disadvantaged
students, limited English proficient (LEP) students, and students
with disabilities (“No child left behind (nclb) requirements for
schools” 2013).
If a school is not able to meet their AYP goals for two or more years, then it will be
classified as “in need of improvement” and required to address specific areas of
improvement as outlined in the law (Allbritten, Mainzer, & Ziegler, Winter 2004).
NCLB is very specific about including all students in accountability. The law does
not make exception for any subgroup to not reach the goal of 100% proficiency, including
students with disabilities. If any subgroup is not able to reach its target score for two years
or more, the whole school is classified as Program Improvement (PI). “Each school and
student subgroup must reach an identical minimal level of proficiency as identified by the
state for the school or district to make AYP” (Eckes & Swando, 2009). However many
schools, especially schools with subgroup of students with disabilities, fail to meet
1

minimum requirements for academic proficiency. Beginning in August 2003, the first year
state test scores were reported, the California Department of Education reported 1,200
schools were in or entered Program Improvement. In September 2006, 639 more schools
moved into Program Improvement and 104 were able to exit (Educational Data
Partnership, 2014). Conversely, in 2013, 741 more schools in California were newly
identified for PI. This means for the 2013-14 school year, 4,996 schools, or 80% of
California's 6,206 Title I schools, were in some stage of needing improvement and failed to
demonstrate proficiency in student achievement (Ed-Data, 2014).
Schools with a subgroup of students with disabilities are more likely to miss their
target goals for Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) and fall into Program Improvement status
(Rentschler, 2006). Additionally, once these schools have been given this status, it is
unlikely these schools will exit Program Improvement. The unchanging fact is that since
the implementation of No Child Left Behind, districts and schools have been struggling to
meet the proficiency level required for all students. If schools cannot meet their target
goals, even in just one subgroup, they are subject to Program Improvement status after two
years of continued failure. This classification is an increase of punitive measures for each
year the school fails to meet its AYP benchmark (Rentschler, 2006).
In 2012, only 11 percent of schools that have students with disabilities, met their
federal Adequate Yearly Progress benchmark goal (Ehlers, 2013). Given that students with
disabilities begin school at least one-to-two years behind their general education peers
academically, there is a question of how schools are able to make gains in AYP, or exit PI,
with this subgroup. By looking at elementary schools that have exited or have made gains
in AYP scores, with the subgroup of students with disabilities, one may be able to
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determine how school leaders support instructional and assessment practices that work best
for this subgroup as well as promote academic success to allow the students to achieve
proficiency. The reason for examining schools in 2012-2013 was it was the last school year
that AYP scores were used to identify a school’s PI status. In 2014, California Department
of Education received a waiver from the United States Department of Education
postponing the AYP determinations until the 2014-2015 school year (United States
Department of Education, 2014). The California Board of Education voted to extend the
grace period for AYP determinations until 2017 for elementary schools, therefore PI status
will stay unchanged until then (California Board of Education, 2014).
Background
Special education in the United States can be traced backed to the late 1890’s. A
new social era was developing that included a greater involvement of the government in
social and family issues. Interest in segregated and special classes increased with the rising
number of immigrant children, less youth joining the workforce and new laws affecting
women, families and children implemented by state and local government (Winzer, 2006).
Between 1852-1913, compulsory attendance laws were enacted in all states (“A brief
history of education,” 2010). This was influenced by Horace Mann, who subscribed to the
idea that communities could solve their social ills by providing a common school that all
students must attend to be taught common morals and values (Wright, 2010). However,
for this to succeed all students must attend school; therefore, public school officials
lobbied for compulsory school attendance laws to compel all students to attend public
school. The common school, as envisioned by Mann, did not support access to public
education for all students. Although required to attend school, students with disabilities
3

were not included in all general education classrooms. Most students with disabilities were
segregated and placed into separate classes or institutions (Wright, 2010) (Winzer, 2006)
(Estves & Rao, 2008). With these special settings came specially trained teachers that
could address the variety of needs, such as “…deaf, blind, hard of hearing, near blind,
undernourished, crippled, academically maladjusted, mentally retarded, speech defective,
tubercular and so on” (Winzer, 2006, p. 28). By 1913, 108 cities had designated special
classes and special schools for the mentally retarded. By 1927, 52,000 children labelled
‘mentally handicapped’ were assigned to ungraded classrooms in 218 U.S. cities (Winzer,
2006).
The 1940’s brought about a reflection on curriculum for this population. Instruction
in menial skilled labor and agriculture for the boys and domestic or household skills for
girls took precedence within the academic program (Winzer, 2006). Although, interaction
with general education students was the main purpose of the special classes, this rarely
took place. Separate schools or special classes within public elementary schools were
created to allow for similar environments for students in public education (Richardson &
Powell, 2011). This type of separate education program continued through the 1960’s.
In 1954, The Supreme Court in Brown v Board of Education concluded that:
… in the field of public education, the doctrine of "separate but
equal" has no place. Separate educational facilities are inherently
unequal. Therefore, we hold that the plaintiffs and others similarly
situated for whom the actions have been brought are, by reason of
the segregation complained of, deprived of the equal protection of
the laws guaranteed by the Fourteenth Amendment. This disposition
makes unnecessary any discussion whether such segregation also
violates the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment
(Warren, 1976, p. 257).
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Parents of students with disabilities applied this ruling to their own children and began
bringing lawsuits against school districts to protest segregated special education classes.
In 1965, Lyndon B. Johnson signed into law the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA), which provided federal funding for primary education in public
schools. It was the first law that provided direct funding to a select population in
elementary and secondary schools (Martin, Martin, & Terman, Spring 1996) (Crawford,
2011). At the time, many special education advocates saw this as a way to expand
education to students with disabilities. Using Brown v. Board of Education as a catalyst for
equality, these advocates pushed for less segregation and more integration of all students
(Winzer, 2006).
In the years that followed, two significant court cases established specific
guidelines for future laws to follow: Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children
(PARC) v. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and Mills vs. Board of Education.
PARC contested that schools could not deny educational services to students who
had not reached the mental age of five years before entering first grade and Mills
concluded that schools could not deny educational services because of inadequate
resources, as the Fourteenth Amendment guaranteed equal protection to all citizens. These
two court cases were the foundations for future educational laws in the United States
(Martin, Martin, & Terman, Spring 1996). They established the guideline of least
restrictive environment (LRE) for all students regardless of mental or physical capabilities
(Zigmond, 2003).
In 1975, a federal law passed that had a monumental effect on the education of
students with disabilities, PL 94–142, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act
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(EAHCA). This law guaranteed free and appropriate education for all students, including
those students with disabilities and provided provisions for funding (Martin, Martin, &
Terman, Spring 1996). The law stated that students with disabilities need to be taught in
the least restrictive environment,
To the maximum extent appropriate, children with disabilities,
including children in public or private institution or other care
facilities, are to be educated with children who are not disabled, and
that special classes, separate schooling, or other removal of children
with disabilities from the regular educational environment occur
only when the nature or severity of the disability is such that
education in the regular classes with the use of supplementary aids
and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily (Kirk, Gallagher, &
Anastasiow, p.22)(Zigmond, 2003).
It also stated that public schools must provide special education services to all
eligible students regardless of mental ability (Thurlow, 2012,)(“Special Education History
- What is Special Education?”). However, as significant as this law was in the
advancement of educating students with disabilities, it did not provide clear guidelines or
instruction as to how to educate these students and while educators continued to teach
students with disabilities in similar environments, students were not being taught the same
curriculum as general education students. In 1997, the EAHCA was reauthorized as the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), which plainly stated that students with
disabilities have access to the general education curriculum (Donavan, 2011) (Zigmond,
2003). With this reauthorization, a new standard of academic achievement was required for
students with disabilities. The reauthorization came on the heels of new California State
Content Standards and the requirement that all students be assessed every year, with each
school district reporting student achievement, by school ranking, using API (Academic
Performance Index) and AYP (Annual Yearly Progress) scores. Schools were also required
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to monitor student progress through the administration of California Standards Tests (CST)
(Zigmond, 2003). Students identified with mild-moderate disabilities were required to take
this test, either with or without modifications. Students with significant/severe disabilities
were not required to take the assessment (Donavan, 2011).
However, the most influential piece of legislation for special education was No
Child Left Behind (NCLB). This law was signed on January 8, 2002. The purpose of the
law was clear,
…to ensure that all children have a fair, equal, and significant
opportunity to obtain a high-quality education and reach, at a
minimum, proficiency on challenging state academic achievement
standards and state academic assessments (Rentschler, 2006, p. 640)
(Congress, 2002, section 1001).
This federally-adopted goal became the next major step toward inclusion of students in
special education. NCLB was created to increase the opportunity of students who may be
educationally disadvantaged because of identification in a particular subgroup, either
culturally, socially or economically. (Harriman, Winter 2005) With the identification of
subgroups, NCLB became a major boost in the recognition of special education in the
United States. A subgroup for students with disabilities was identified and included as a
subgroup for which schools were to be held accountable for annual progress. This
accountability meant that students with disabilities were expected to achieve academically
along with students in the general education classes. Only through fair and equitable access
to the curriculum could these students achieve and the schools be held accountable
(Allbritten, Mainzer, & Ziegler, Winter 2004).
Although intentionally created to address the needs of students in general education
classes, NCLB had many requirements to address the needs of students with disabilities.
One requirement was that states adopt a state accountability system that addressed
7

academic standards, assessment and accountability. NCLB stated that all students were
required to participate, including students with disabilities. States were required to develop
their own accountability system that would be the same for all students, and the assessment
“… must include sanctions and rewards to hold local educational agencies accountable for
student achievement and for ensuring adequate yearly progress” (Schools Legal Service, p.
i)(Allbritten, Mainzer, & Ziegler, Winter 2004).
The law required that districts and schools receiving Title 1 funds must meet
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) goals for their student enrollment as well as meet
specific goals for demographic subgroups, including economically disadvantaged students,
major ethnic/racial groups, limited English proficient (LEP) students and students with
disabilities (“No child left behind (NCLB) requirements for schools,” 2013). NCLB stated
that by June 30, 2014, all students must meet proficiency in all assessed areas, this
included all subgroups. NCLB clearly stated that schools receiving federal funds under
Title 1, that did not meet adequate yearly progress for two consecutive years, were to be
identified as failing by the local educational agency, identified for Program Improvement
and required to develop an improvement plan for the school to implement (“No child left
behind (NCLB) requirements for schools,” 2013). Schools identified with multiple
subgroups must make progress each year in every subgroup. If one subgroup is not able to
make adequate yearly progress for two consecutive years, then the whole school is
identified for Program Improvement. In contrast, for a school to exit Program
Improvement, all subgroups must make AYP for two years in a row (Congress, section
1001, (2) (B)).
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Students with disabilities were allowed under the law to take alternative
assessments to meet the testing criteria (Guilfoyle, 2006). Students with moderate
disabilities could take the California Modified Assessment (CMA) and students with
severe disabilities were allowed to take the California Alternative Performance Assessment
(CAPA). The CMA and CST (California Standardize Test) addressed the same content
standards; however, the questions on the CMA were presented in a more accessible manner
with fewer questions and fewer possible answers (Ehlers, 2013). CAPA was designed for
students with severe cognitive disabilities that precludes them from taking the CST or
CMA (Ehlers, 2013).
NCLB also required that for schools to make AYP, states must test 95% of students
in each subgroup and report each subgroup separately (Eckes & Swando, 2009). Each
school and student subgroup, including students with disabilities, “…must reach an
identical minimal level of proficiency as identified by the state (the ‘annual measurable
objective’) for the school or district to make AYP” (Eckes & Swando, 2009, p. 2480)
(Rentschler, p. 657). This includes the subgroup of students with disabilities. NCLB
required that this subgroup make the same yearly progress goals as all other students and
subgroups.
…(T)he subgroup is expected to maintain the exact same
proficiency levels as their general education peers-a standard that
has proved to be problematic because special education students
often start out with lower average test scores than general education
students (Eckes & Swando, 2009, p. 2481).
To ensure that schools don’t have an exceptional amount of students with
disabilities taking alternative tests, NCLB caps the percentage of proficient scores schools
can report for this subgroup. To meet the AYP benchmark only a small percentage of
students may be counted in each assessment; 2 percent of all students for the CMA and 1
9

percent for the CAPA (Ehlers, 2013). Even if the number of students who reach proficient
exceeds this percentage, they are not counted. However, this is in contrast to the API
scores where there is no limit on the number of alternative assessments that are counted
toward meeting requirements (Ehlers, 2013).
The testing of this subgroup has come into question multiple times. There are
concerns that NCLB violates a student’s right to a free and appropriate education that
meets their needs, as stated by IDEA 2004, and has brought criticism from many special
education instructors. “Special Education is defined under IDEA as ‘specially designed
instruction…to meet the unique needs of a child with a disability’” (Eckes & Swando,
2009, p. 2480). NCLB requires the testing and reporting of this subgroup, because
“…(s)pecial education students have the same right to be included in state standards,
assessments and accountability systems…to assess how…they are performing…”
(Rentschler, 2006, p. 657). However, IDEA 97 and NCLB provide provisions for students
who cannot participate in state or district-wide assessments to be assessed using alternate
assessments with accommodations (Browder & Cooper-Duffy, 2003). Therefore, a
controversy exists between the need to hold the same expectations for all students and
violating the educational rights of students with disabilities.
Since the first year of AYP in 2003, according to Ed-Data, a partner with California
Department of Education, the number of elementary schools meeting their goal has
decreased. In 2003 and 2004, the state of California, as a whole, met the AYP criteria. In
2005, the state did not meet its goal, and the number of elementary schools meeting their
AYP goal was 60%. In 2006, this number increased to 65%, and continued to grow in 2007
to 67%. However, in 2008, when target proficiency levels increased significantly, fewer
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elementary schools met their AYP target. 2009 saw a slight increase from the year before,
at 61%, yet 2010 saw a drastic decrease to 40%. Again, this decline was due to the
significantly increased proficiency target goal established by the state. In 2011, only 35%
of elementary schools met their target goals. For Title I schools, the percentages are even
more drastic. In 2012, only 20% of elementary Title I schools met AYP criteria and then
only 4% in 2013 (Educational Data Partnership, 2014). Given these statistics, many
schools failed to meet their AYP goal two years in a row, and were placed into Program
Improvement until all subgroups meet proficiency criteria.
In August 2003, 1,200 schools where in, or entered Program
Improvement (PI) By September 2006, 639 schools moved into PI
and 104 exited. In 2013, 741 schools were newly identified for PI
and 12 exited….This means that 4,996 schools, 80% of California’s
6,206 Title I schools, are in some stage of needing improvement
(Educational Data Partnership, 2014).
Of the schools that are in PI, many have a subgroup of students with disabilities. Although,
90 percent of schools that have students with disabilities as a subgroup are determined to
have too small a population of this subgroup to report for accountability calculations,
school leaders must still find ways to address the needs of students with disabilities.
For schools that are in Program Improvement the expectation to exit a
school can be challenging. Specific leadership skills and behaviors are needed to
turn around schools. In 2010, Dr. Bonita Drolet and Dr. Deborah Turner concluded
that successful school leaders displayed 9 behaviors that attributed to the success of
the school exiting program improvement:
•
•
•
•

Has quality contact and interaction with teachers and students.
Establishes clear goals.
Is an advocate for the school to all stakeholders
Keeps established goals in the forefront of the school’s attention.
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•
•
•
•
•

Monitors the effectiveness of school practices in regard to their
impact on student learning
Inspires new and challenging innovations.
Establishes strong lines of communication with and among
teachers.
Is aware of the details and undercurrents in the running of the
school
Ensures faculty and staff are aware of and discuss the most
current theories and practice (Drolet & Turner, 2010, pp. 4–5).

In 2004, the Donahue Institute at the University of Massachusetts conducted a
study identifying 11 practices of urban schools that supported success with students in
special education. (Huberman & Parish, 2011, p.9) The 11 practices were:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

An emphasis on curriculum alignment with curriculum frameworks
Effective systems to support curriculum alignment
Emphasis on inclusion and access to the curriculum
Culture and practices that support high standards and student achievement
A well-disciplined academic and social environment
Use of student assessment data to inform decision-making
Unified practice supported key initiatives
Access to resources to support key initiatives
Effective staff recruitment, retention, and deployment
Flexible leaders and staff that work effectively in dynamic environments
Effective Leadership
(UMass Donahue Institute, 2004) (Quenemoen, 2007)

Combining the behaviors of successful school leaders and practices of urban schools,
principals of schools with subgroup of students with disabilities can enable schools to exit
Program Improvement.
Statement of Research Problem
A report prepared for the U.S. Department of Education states:
A key feature of the NCLB accountability system is the
disaggregation of achievement test data by subgroups in order to
identify differences in proficiency between subgroups and the school
as a whole. Twenty-four percent of schools that did not make AYP
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missed targets due to low levels of proficiency in a single subgroup.
More than one-half of these schools did not make AYP solely for the
students with disabilities subgroup (this represents 14 percent of
schools that did not make AYP) (Taylor, O'Day, & Le Floch, 2010,
p. 57).
As reported, statistics show that schools with a subgroup of students with
disabilities are more likely to miss their target goals for AYP and fall into Program
Improvement status. Since the implementation of No Child Left Behind, districts and
schools have been struggling to meet the proficiency level required for all students. If
schools cannot meet their target AYP goals, even in just one subgroup, they are subject to
Program Improvement status after two years of continued failure. Given the obvious
difference in proficiency levels between students with and without disabilities, NCLB is
mandating that students with disabilities make greater yearly gains than their non-disabled
peers (Guilfoyle, 2006). The status of these students make is practically insurmountable
achievement, and therefore, it is more difficult for schools with subgroup of students with
disabilities to meet their AYP target (Peter Clyde Martin, 2011). Once a school enters
Program Improvement, this classification has an increase of punitive measures for each
year the school fails to meet its AYP benchmark (Rentschler, 2006).
According to the California Legislative Analyst’s Office, in 2011-2012, only 29
percent of schools met their federal AYP benchmark goal for overall student population.
Yet, only 11 percent of schools that have students with disabilities met their federal AYP
benchmark goal (Ehlers 2013). So if students with disabilities begin school at least one-totwo years behind their general education peers academically, what programs do these
school provide that allow for such significant academic growth and allowing the school to
exit Program Improvement? By looking at elementary schools that have exited or, reached
Safe Harbor status, with subgroup of students with disabilities, one may be able to
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determine what specific instructional and/or inclusionary practices, supported by school
leadership, work best for this subgroup and assist other schools in implementing these
practices to exit Program Improvement.
To understand the complexities of this problem, a quantitative research study will
be conducted to evaluate what practices have been implemented and are considered to be
most successful in addressing the needs of students with disabilities.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this mixed methods study will be to identify which instructional
strategy and inclusionary practices Special Education teachers implement when teaching
students with disabilities, determine if these strategies/practices contribute to the subgroup
of students with disabilities reaching Safe Harbor, AYP benchmarks or the school exiting
Program Improvement, and identify if there is a significant difference between leadership
support of schools implementing these practices. Schools will be from four Southern
California counties, San Diego, San Bernardino, Orange and Riverside, that have been
identified Title 1 and in Program Improvement with a significant subgroup of students with
disabilities in 2012-2013.
Research Questions
1. What best instructional practices are reported in research for students with
disabilities?
2. What instructional practices are used by Special Education teachers when teaching
students with disabilities?
3. What instructional practices are supported by principals of elementary schools,
with a subgroup of students with disabilities, which exited Program Improvement,
or met “Safe Harbor”/AYP in the 2012-2013 school year as identified by Special
Education teachers?
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4. What instructional practices are supported by principals of elementary schools,
with a subgroup of students with disabilities, which did not exit Program
Improvement, or meet “Safe Harbor”/AYP in the 2012-2013 school year as
identified by Special Education teachers?
5. Is there a significant difference between schools implementing instructional
practices that exited Program Improvement, or met Safe Harbor/AYP in the 20122013 school year and those that did not?
6. What best inclusionary practices are reported in research for students with
disabilities?
7. What inclusionary practices are used by Special Education teachers when teaching
students with disabilities?
8. What inclusionary practices are supported by principals of elementary schools, with
a subgroup of students with disabilities, which exited Program Improvement, or
met “Safe Harbor”/AYP in the 2012-2013 school year as identified by Special
Education teachers?
9. What inclusionary practices are supported by principals of elementary schools, with
a subgroup of students with disabilities, which did not exit Program Improvement,
or meet “Safe Harbor”/AYP in the 2012-2013 school years as identified by Special
Education teachers?
10. Is there a significant difference between schools implementing inclusionary
practices that exited Program Improvement, or met Safe Harbor/AYP in the 20122013 school year and those that did not?
11. Is there a significant difference between teacher implementation and principal
support of instructional strategies or inclusionary practices at schools that did/did
not exit Program Improvement, or meet “Safe Harbor”/AYP in the 2012-2013
school years as identified by Special Education teachers?
Significance of the Problem
The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 states that 100% of students must be
proficient in all subject areas by June 2014. This would include all subgroups, including
students with disabilities (Eckes & Swando, 2009) (“No child left behind (nclb)
requirements for schools”, 2013). The law requires that all students, including students
with disabilities, achieve at the same rate and reach the same goals as their peers in general
education (Drew, Richard, & Zeigler, Winter 2004). Given that students with disabilities
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are typically one-to-two years behind their general education peers, the expectation for
100% proficiency seems daunting to many schools and school leaders (Rentschler, 2006,).
Added to this requirement is that schools failing to meet their expected Annual
Yearly Progress benchmark will be deemed failures and will be placed into Program
Improvement status. If one subgroup fails to meet its expected target, the whole school is
labeled failing. With the requirement for all students to demonstrate a minimum
proficiency on state assessment tests, schools with subgroup of students with disabilities,
are finding it increasingly harder to meet their intended AYP/API benchmarks (Eckes &
Swando, 2009) (Rentschler, 2006). In 2010, 60% of school districts, with significant
subgroup of students with disabilities, in California failed to meet their expected AYP
targets. In 2012-2013, that number increased to 94% (Ed-Data, 2014). This failure has
been attributed mostly to the lack of achievement by this subgroup (Eckes & Swando).
However, there has been minimal research about four school districts in California that
were able to make significant gains on their AYP scores, particularly with the subgroup,
however the research has not expanded to a greater expanse of schools. Using the qualities
expressed in the report and examining what other schools/districts have done to improve
their scores, there could be a broader understanding of what instructional and inclusionary
practices can be implemented by all districts to help schools make significant gains toward
their target goal and exit Program Improvement.
This study will add to the current literature by determining what types of
instructional methods and inclusionary practices are supported by school leaders, as
perceived by Special Education teachers, and how these can be implemented by
elementary schools making these gains. Elementary schools, with the subgroup of students
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with disabilities, who are unable to meet target AYP/API benchmark goals, will be able to
utilize this research to address their students’ academic needs and implement programs that
will benefit all subgroups. School principals and other administrators can evaluate the
information to determine how to apply the research to current programs within their
schools to help improve student achievement for all students. County offices of education
and other state officials will be able to use the research to compare schools and develop
professional development programs that address the specific needs of schools unable to
exit Program Improvement. Colleges and universities will find the results beneficial in
developing teacher training and educational programs that address the specific needs of
this subgroup. Teachers and school leaders will be better prepared to address this subgroup
as it applies to school and program improvement.
Delimitations
1. The Special Education teachers to be surveyed are limited to elementary schools in
four counties within Southern California that have been identified to have been in
Program Improvement, with subgroup of Students with Disabilities, and have either
exited Program Improvement, reached Safe Harbor status, met AYP criteria or did
not exit Program Improvement in the 2012-2013 school year.
2. The teachers surveyed will be certificated staff members at the schools within the
2014-2015 school year and will have been teaching at the school site for at least
one school year.
3. The schools in the study will be limited to San Diego, Orange, Riverside and San
Bernardino Counties.
4. Socioeconomic status of the school will not be a factor in the study.
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5. The number of subgroups that each school has will not be a factor in the study.
6. The La Mesa-Spring Valley School District, in San Diego County, will not be
included in the final research.
Definitions
API- Academic Performance Index – The API is a numeric index (or scale) that ranges
from a low of 200 to a high of 1,000. A school’s score or placement on the API is an
indicator of the school’s performance level. The California statewide API performance
target for all schools is 800. A school’s growth is measured by how well the school is
moving toward or past that goal. (California Department of Education, 2014)
APR – Accountability Progress Reporting – California's integrated accountability system
that reports both the state Academic Performance Index (API), and the federal Adequate
Yearly Progress (AYP) and Program Improvement (PI) (California Department of
Education, 2014)
AMO - Annual Measurable Objectives - Schools, LEAs, the state, and numerically
significant subgroups must meet percent proficient targets in ELA and mathematics on the
assessments used in AYP calculations. (California Department of Education, 2014)
AYP – Annual Yearly Progress – A statewide accountability system mandated by the No
Child Left behind Act of 2001 which requires each state to ensure that all schools and
districts make Adequate Yearly Progress. (California Department of Education, 2014)
Benchmarks - something that can be used as a way to judge the quality or level of other,
similar things. (“Merriam-Webster,” 2014)
CAPA – California Alternative Performance Assessment – The CAPA is an alternate
performance assessment to the CSTs in English-language arts (ELA), mathematics, and
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science. It is an individually administered assessment for pupils with significant cognitive
disabilities who have an individualized education program (IEP). (California Department
of Education, 2014)
CMA - California Modified Assessment –California Modified Assessment (CMA) as an
alternate assessment of the California content standards based on modified achievement
standards for children with disabilities who have an individualized education program
(IEP). (California Department of Education, 2014)
Common Core Standards (CCSS) - a set of high-quality academic standards in

mathematics and English language arts/literacy (ELA). (National Governors
Association, 2014)
CST – California Standardized Testing – The CSTs are criterion-referenced tests that
assess the California content standards in ELA, mathematics, science, and history-social
science. (California Department of Education, 2014)
ESEA - The Elementary and Secondary Education Act – 1965. The law authorizes
federally funded education programs that are administered by the states. In 2002, Congress
amended ESEA and reauthorized it as the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB).
Exited Program Improvement- A school exits PI if it makes AYP for two consecutive
years or meets Safe Harbor requirements. (Le Patner, 2011)
IDEA – Individuals with Disabilities Education Act – The Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA) is a law ensuring services to children with disabilities throughout
the nation. IDEA governs how states and public agencies provide early intervention,
special education and related services to more than 6.5 million eligible infants, toddlers,
children and youth with disabilities. (United States Department of Education, n.d.)
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LEA – Local Educational Agency - a public board of education or other public authority
legally constituted within a State for either administrative control or direction of, or to
perform a service function for, public elementary schools or secondary schools in a city,
county, township, school district, or other political subdivision of a State, or for a
combination of school districts or counties that is recognized in a State as an administrative
agency for its public elementary schools or secondary schools. . (United States Department
of Education, n.d)
LRE – Least Restrictive Environment To the maximum extent appropriate children with
disabilities, including children in public or private institutions or other care facilities, are
educated with children who are not disabled, and special classes, separate schooling, or
other removal of children with disabilities from the regular educational environment occurs
only when the nature or severity of the disability of a child is such that education in regular
classes with the use of supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily.
(United States Department of Education, n.d.)
NCLB - No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 - a federal legislation that enacts the theories of
standards-based education reform. Pursuant to 20 USCS § 6301, NCLB ensures that all
children have a fair, equal, and significant opportunity to obtain a high-quality education
and reach, at a minimum, proficiency on challenging state academic achievement standards
and state academic assessments (USLegal.com, n.d.)
PI - Program Improvement – In California, PI is the formal designation for Title I-funded
schools and LEAs that fail to make AYP for two consecutive years. (California Department
of Education, 2014)
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Proficient - well advanced in an art, occupation, or branch of knowledge (“MerriamWebster,” 2014)
Safe Harbor – an alternate method of meeting the Annual Measurable Objective (AMO) if
a school, an LEA, or a subgroup shows progress in moving students from scoring at the
below proficient level to the proficient level. (California Department of Education, 2014)
STAR Program – Standardized Testing and Reporting Program – The STAR Program
looks at how well schools and students are preforming in California. Students take tests in
math, reading, writing, science, and history. Teachers and parents can use tests results to
improve student learning. (California Department of Education, 2014)
Students with Disabilities - A student who receives special education services and has a
valid disability code on the student answer document. (California Department of
Education, 2014)
Subgroup – a subgroup size is defined as 100 students with test scores, or 50 students in
those cases in which the subgroup constitutes at least 15 percent of the students at the
school with valid test scores. (Alameda County Office of Education, 2014)
Title I – a school may operate as a school-wide program only if a minimum of 40 percent
of the
Students in the school, or residing in the attendance area served by the school, are from
low-income families. (California Department of Education, 2014)
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Organization of Study
This study will be developed through five chapters. Chapter one will bring an
introduction of findings. Chapter two will represent all the reading and reference materials
referred to. Chapter 3 will describe the methodology of the research. Chapter 4 brings
about the authors’ analysis and references. Chapter 5, the final conclusion, provides
summary and recommendations. The final reference to the appendixes and bibliography
are here in this chapter as well.
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Chapter II: Review of the Literature
Introduction
The intent of this research study was to determine what instructional and
inclusionary practices were utilized by Special Education teachers and supported by
School Principals when teaching students with disabilities. The schools identified for this
research were Title 1 schools that exited Program Improvement, met AYP criteria or
reached Safe Harbor status and were labeled with a significant subgroup of Students with
Disabilities in the 2012-2013 school year.
This chapter will explain the history of special education from the late
19th/beginning of the 20th century to present, including momentous laws and court rulings
that have impacted special education through the decades. Considerable attention will be
given to the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) which drives current public
education policy. Explanations of significant terms, as well as an explanation of the
importance of Leadership, Instructional and inclusionary practice in school improvement
will be provided.
NCLB is a significant form of legislation that has changed education policy in the
United States and affects curriculum and assessment in all public schools. Explanation of
how schools are impacted by NCLB, including requirements for meeting targeted
benchmarks identified as Annual Yearly Progress (AYP), will be included. Discussion of
the impact NCLB has had on special education and students with disabilities will be
presented, as well as how schools address the requirements for academic achievement for
this subgroup. Critical factors for school success will be examined in addition to
significant leadership characteristics that have been identified as necessary for school
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success. Instructional methods and Inclusionary practices will be researched as one aspect
of schools achieving academic success for students with disabilities.
History of Special Education
The U.S. Constitution does not specifically make reference to a public school
system. “Responsibility for education therefore lies with the states, which have the
authority to determine the scope and organization of their educational systems” (Heise,
1994, p. 361). Article 1, Section 8 grants powers to Congress to collect and levy taxes for
the general welfare of the citizenry (Jenkins & Hill, 2011). The “general welfare” has been
interpreted to mean the federal government has the power to “…initiate educational
activity in its own right and to participate jointly with states, agencies and individuals in
educational activities” (Jenkins & Hill, 2011).
The first federal attempt to provide money for special education was in the mid1800’s when Congress made grants to states to provide education and asylums for the deaf
and the dumb (Martin, Martin, & Terman, Spring 1996). The federal government did not
intervene in public education until the years during 1852-1913 when compulsory
attendance laws were enacted in all states (“A brief history of education,” 2010). To
address the child labor abuses occurring in the mills and farms during this period, the
federal government, influenced by Horace Mann, enacted the compulsory attendance laws;
the first in Rhode Island in 1850 and finally in all 50 states by 1918 (Diana Buell Hiatt,
1994) (Yell, Rogers, & Elisabeth Lodge Rogers, Jul/Aug 1998). The common school, as
envisioned by Mann, did not support access to public education for all students. Although
required to attend school, students with disabilities were not included in all general
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education classrooms. Most students with disabilities were segregated and placed into
separate classes or institutions (Wright, 2010) (Winzer, 2006) (Esteves & Rao, 2008).
In 1893, in Watson v. City of Cambridge, a Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court
ruled that “…a child who was ‘weak in mind’ and could not benefit from instruction, was
trouble-some to other children, and was unable to take ‘ordinary, decent, physical care of
himself’ could be expelled from public school” (Yell, Rogers, & Elisabeth Lodge Rogers,
Jul/Aug 1998, p.220). Court cases continued through much of the first part of 20th century,
with rulings stating that schools were not required to provide education to those who were
“feeble minded” or “mentally deficient” (Yell, Rogers, & Rogers, Jul/Aug 1998, p. 220).
Even after Brown v. Board of Education ruled segregation illegal in 1954, court cases
concerning the exclusion of students with disabilities continued.
In 1965, new legislation was passed that shifted funding of public education from
state to federal authority. The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), the first
law to subsidize direct services to public schools (Martin, Martin, & L.Terman, Spring
1996), set funding limits and established legal requirements for “…state and local
education agencies, universities, Native American tribes, and other entities receiving
federal assistance through programs such as Title I ” (Crawford, Diversity Learning,
2011).This was the first form of legislation that gave money to schools for public
education. Within a year of its passage, an amendment was added as a mandate to educate
students with disabilities equally as non-disabled students.
In 1971 and 1972, two significant court cases emerged that changed how schools
responded to students with disabilities. In 1971, Pennsylvania Association for Retarded
Children (PARC) v. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania overruled a state statute that stated a
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school could deny educational services to a child who had been deemed untrainable or
uneducable by a school psychologist, or had not reached the mental age of 5 before
enrolling in first grade and would not benefit from public education. “The Court’s decree
laid the foundation for the establishment of the right to an education for all children with
disabilities. That case also established the standard that each child must be offered an
individualized education and that children should be placed in the least restrictive
environment possible” (Public Interest Law Center of Philadelphia, 2014)(Osborne &
Russo, 2006). Then in 1972 Mills v. Board of Education ruled that schools could not deny
educational services to students with disabilities because of inadequate funding and
outlined elaborate due process safeguards that prevented students from being excluded or
reassigned without due process (Martin, Martin, & L.Terman, Spring 1996) (Osborne &
Russo, 2006). The decree in PARC established the guidelines for Education for All
Handicapped Children Act (1975) and then later for Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act of 1990 (IDEA) (Public Interest Law Center of Philadelphia, 2014).
In 1973, Congress passed Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act. It stated that “a
person with a disability cannot be excluded or denied benefit from any program or activity
receiving federal financial assistance, either public or private” (Esteves & Rao,
November/December 2008). The laws and court rulings continued until 1975 when
President Gerald Ford signed into law the Education for All Handicapped Children Act
(PL 94-142). With roughly 1 in 5 children with disabilities attending public school, this
law provided federal money to assist state and local agencies in the education of students
with disabilities (Yell, Rogers, & Rogers, Jul/Aug 1998). This law required a “free and
appropriate education” (FAPE) to all students with disabilities and outlined the
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requirement of the Individual Education Plan (IEP) (Martin, Martin, & L.Terman, Spring
1996) (Yell, Rogers, & Rogers, Jul/Aug 1998). The law left the state responsible for the
execution of the educational procedures for students with disabilities, but “…compliance
(was) assured by provisions permitting the withholding of federal funds upon
determination that a participating state or local agency (had) failed to satisfy the
requirements of the Act…” by not providing a free and appropriate education to all
students, including students with disabilities (Yell, Rogers, & Rogers, Jul/Aug 1998)
(Martin, Martin, & L.Terman, Spring 1996). Advocates for students with disabilities
pushed forward with a reform movement for more inclusion and access to general
education through the 1980’s and 1990’s.
The next major piece of legislation to promote accessibility for students with
disabilities was the Individual with Disabilities Education Act of 1990 (IDEA). This
amended the Education of the Handicapped Act (PL94-142) (Hallahan & Kaufman, 2009)
and continued to guarantee students with disabilities a free and appropriate education
(FAPE) and an individual education plan (IEP) (Apling & Nancy Lee Jones, January,
2002). Since 1990, IDEA has been amended twice, first in 1997 and then again in 2004.
Each time, the three major components of IDEA, which specifically state how and where
students with disabilities are educated, have remained.
1) States and schools must provide a free and appropriate
education, FAPE, to all students with disabilities, between
the ages of 3-21.
2) Each student with disabilities receiving services has an
Individual Education Plan (IEP) that specifies what services
the student will receive, who will provide the services, how
long the services will be provided and where the services
will take place, as detailed by a team of educators including
special and general education providers and
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3) Students with disabilities must be educated with nondisabled students as much as possible and appropriate.
(Apling & Jones, January, 2002)
Unlike PL94-142, IDEA specifically “…sets out principles under which special
education and related services are to be provided…” (Apling & Jones, January, 2002,
CRS-2) which was the catalyst the inclusion/accessibility movement needed to guarantee
access for students with disabilities.
In 1994, President Clinton signed into law Goals 2000: Educate America Act. “The
Act endeavors to promote ‘coherent, nationwide, systematic education reform’, to improve
the quality of learning and teaching in the classroom and workplace, and to define
‘appropriate and coherent Federal, State and local roles and responsibilities for education
reform” (Heise, 1994 p. 351). The act encourages states to find linkages between the
curriculum and instruction, assessment and professional development within schools and
districts. Congress, with the passage of this act, was seeking more uniformity and
efficiency in education across the states (Heise, 1994). The federal government’s role in
education reform expanded with the passage of this act. Within the act, Congress created
“Voluntary National Content Standards” which were developed by a bipartisan committee
which included public officials, business professionals, university and civic leaders (Heise,
1994). Concurrently, the act also established the National Education Standards and
Improvement Council (NESIC). The NESIC was “charged with overseeing the
development of national educational standards by identifying areas in which sets of
standards need to be developed, establishing criteria to assess those standards, and
certifying content and opportunity-to-learn standards submitted by states and other
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entities”(Heise, p. 358). Although Goals 2000 does not specifically identify students with
disabilities, its purpose was to improve student achievement for all students (Heise, 1994).
Table 1 – Historical court cases and federal acts regarding Students with
Disabilities
Date
Title
Definition
1954

1965

1970

1971

1972

1973

1975

1982

Brown v.
Board of
Education of
Topeka
Elementary
and
Secondary
Education
Act (ESEA)
Diana v.
California
State Board
Pennsylvania
Association
for Retarded
Children
(PARC) v.
Pennsylvania
Mills v. The
Board of
Education of
Washington
DC
The
Rehabilitation
Act
The
Education of
all
Handicapped
Children Act
(PL94-142)
Board of
Education of
Hendrick
Hudson
Central
School
District v.
Rowley

Ruled that “separate but equal” as ruled under Plessy v. Ferguson was
not legal.

Provided federal funds to help low income students and included such
segments as Title 1 support for children in math and reading who fell
behind and included bilingual education.
Required that children referred for special education placement be tested
in their primary language if possible.

Determined that students with mental retardation are entitled to free
public education

Ruling for students with disabilities, requiring provisions of “adequate
alternative educational services suited to the needs of the child.”
Guaranteeing civil rights for people with disabilities and required
accommodations in schools including participation in programs and
activities as well as access to buildings.
Required that a free, appropriate public education, suited to the student’s
individual needs and offered in the least restrictive environment, be
provided for all “handicapped” children.

Ruled that students who qualify for special education services must have
access to public school programs that meet unique educational needs,
and that the programs must be supported by services that enable students
to benefit from instruction.
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1990

1994

2001

2004

2009

Public Law
(101-476),
The
Individual
with
Disabilities
Education
Act (IDEA)
GOALS
2000:
Educate
America Act
No Child Left
Behind Act
Alignment of
IDEA with
NCLB
Common
Core
Standards

Changed the terminology from “handicapped” to “disability.” It
mandated transition services and added autism and traumatic brain
injury to the eligibility list.

Established National Education Standards and Improvement Council
(NESIC) and further federalized education. (Heise, 1994)
Approved, reauthorizing ESEA of 1965 and holding schools accountable
for student achievement levels by providing penalties for schools not
meeting adequate yearly progress toward those goals
IDEA became the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement
Act (IDEIA).
Initiative developed possible national standards by a coordinated effort
of Chief State School officers and Governors Association Center for
Best Practices.

(Esteves & Rao, November/December 2008, p1)(Jenkins & Margaret Hawkins Hill, 2011)
Implementation of No Child Left Behind 2002 – Overview

On January 23, 2001, President George W. Bush convened 500 educators, in the
East Room of the White House, to explain his new education and school reform plan. In a
28-page document, he outlined his education plan in four basic principles. 1) Every child
should be tested every year, grade 3-8, using state-developed tests, 2) School reform
decisions would be made by the states, 3) Low-performing schools would receive help to
improve and 4) Students would have the option to move to a high-performing school if
their school failed (Ravitch, 2010). This 28 page document became the 1,100 page No
Child Left Behind Act of 2001(NCLB).
On January 8, 2002, President Bush signed NCLB which amended the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) and expanded the role of the federal government in
public education (Wenkart, 2002, p. i,). Up to this point, the federal government directed
the financial aspects of public education and stayed away from curriculum issues, leaving
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that to the state and local organizations. However, NCLB changed the funding of education
by placing expectations for student achievement as a requirement for schools to receive
resources (Wenkart, 2002,p. i.). NCLB was praised, at the time, by both political parties
and by student advocate groups for raising the expectations for all students, including
students with disabilities. For the first time, students with disabilities were to be assessed
using state accountability standards and held accountable for their achievement (Hallahan
& Kaufman, 2009).
NCLB was the first federal education law that gave explicit guidelines to states and
local school districts on how to assess students and report scores of all students, and
subgroups. By tying federal money to requirements, the federal government was able to
legislate who was to be tested, and by what means they would be tested, and how to report
the results of the assessments (Wenkart, 2002). NCLB required that all “academic
standards must apply to all public schools and public school students in the state including
public school and public school students served with Title I funds and must include the
same knowledge, skills and levels of achievement expected of all students” (Rentschler,
2006, p. 644) (Wenkart, p.2, 2002). As stated on the State of Washington Office of
Superintendent of Public Education website, the major focus of NCLB is to close the
achievement gaps by providing all children with a fair, equal, and significant opportunity
to obtain a high-quality education. (State of Washington Office of Superintendent of Public
Education, n.d.)
NCLB states:
SEC. 1001. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE.
‘‘The purpose of this title is to ensure that all children have
a fair, equal, and significant opportunity to obtain a high-quality
education and reach, at a minimum, proficiency on challenging
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State academic achievement standards and state academic
assessments.
(Congress, 2001, p. 1439)
The proposed purpose of NCLB has not been disputed; however the goal that all students,
100%, will achieve proficiency by 2014, has been described as unrealistic by many
educators (Rentschler, 2006). The biggest component of NCLB has been its focus on
accountability. No child was going to be left behind, and every child would be accounted
for, through testing and assessments. The accountability features are complex and contain
many programs.
1. All states were expected to choose their own tests, adopt three
performance levels (such as basic, proficient and advanced) and
decide…how to define “proficiency”
2. All public schools receiving federal funding were required to test
all students in grades three through eight annually and once in
high school…and disaggregate their scores by race, ethnicity,
low-income status, disability status, and limited English
proficiency. This would ensure every group was monitored and
not hidden in the overall average.
3. All states were to establish timelines for achieving100 percent
proficiency for all students in reading and math.
4. All schools and school districts were expected to make
“adequate yearly progress” (AYP) for every subgroup toward
the goal of 100 percent proficiency by 2013-2014.
5. Any school not achieving or not making adequate progress in
every subgroup…would be labeled a school in need of
improvement (SINI). For each year not meeting AYP, there
would be sanctions…
6. Schools needing to restructure would have options…
7. NCLB required all states to participate in the federal National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), which would test
grades four and eight every other year. (Ravitch, 2010, p. 97-98)
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With the level of accountability required for all students, this became a major step
toward gaining access to general education curriculum for students with disabilities. NCLB
was created to increase the opportunity of students who may be educationally
disadvantaged because of identification in a particular subgroup, either culturally, socially
or economically (Harriman, Winter 2005). With the identification of students with
disabilities as a subgroup, NCLB became a major boost in the recognition of special
education in the United States. This accountability meant that students with disabilities
were expected to achieve academically along with students in the general education
classes. Only through fair and equitable access to the curriculum could these students
achieve and be held accountable (Allbritten, Mainzer, & Ziegler, Winter 2004).
However, many critics of NCLB noted that the expectation of students with
disabilities to achieve at the same rate as their general education peers was not realistic.
…the subgroup is expected to maintain the exact same proficiency
levels as their general education peers, a standard that has proved to
be problematic because special education students often start out
with lower average test scores than general education students.
(Eckes & Swando, 2009, p. 2481)
“… (E)xpecting students with disabilities to score the same, on average, as students
without disabilities is expecting the impossible” (Hallahan, Kauffman, & Pullen, p. 67).
Attempting to close the achievement gap between students in general and special education
may not be possible. Students with disabilities already have limitations and their
impairments may limit their ability to achieve and make specific gains as expected by
NCLB. Proficiency may be unachievable for some students (Eckes & Swando, 2009)
(Ravitch, 2010) (Rentschler, 2006).
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Annual Yearly Progress (AYP)
Although intentionally created to address the needs of students in general education
classes, NCLB had many requirements to address the needs of all students, including
students with disabilities. One requirement was that states adopt an accountability system
that addressed academic standards, assessment and accountability. NCLB stated that all
students were required to participate, including students with disabilities. States were
required to develop their own accountability system that would be the same for all
students, and the assessment “… must include sanctions and rewards to hold local
educational agencies accountable for student achievement and for ensuring adequate yearly
progress” (Wenkart, 2002, p. i) (Allbritten, Mainzer, & Ziegler, Winter 2004).
The fourth principal put forth by President Bush was for every school district and
school to make adequate yearly progress (AYP) toward achieving 100% proficiency for
every child in every subgroup. This was specific to districts and schools receiving Title 1
funds (“No child left behind (NCLB) requirements for schools,” 2013). NCLB clearly
stated that schools receiving federal funds under Title 1, that did not meet adequate yearly
progress for two consecutive years, were to be identified as failing by the local educational
agency, identified for Program Improvement and required to develop an improvement
plan for the school to implement (“No child left behind (NCLB) requirements for schools,”
2013). Schools identified with multiple subgroups must make progress each year in every
subgroup. If one subgroup was not able to make adequate yearly progress for two
consecutive years, then the whole school was identified for Program Improvement. In
contrast, for a school to exit Program Improvement, all subgroups were expected to make
adequate yearly progress for two years in a row (Congress, section 1001, (2) (B)). Each
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school and student subgroup, including students with disabilities, “…must reach an
identical minimal level of proficiency as identified by the state (the ‘annual measurable
objective’) for the school or district to make AYP” (Eckes & Swando, 2009, p. 2480)
(Rentschler, p. 657). This includes the subgroup of students with disabilities. NCLB
required that this subgroup make the same yearly progress goals as all other students and
subgroups.
In 2006, Congress amended NCLB to identify how students with disabilities were
to participate in the assessment and by what means they could do this.
Section 6311(b)(3) & Section 200.6 – states must provide for
participation of all students in grades assessed.
Section 200.6 – for those students found eligible under IDEA,
appropriate accommodations for successful measurement of
students’ academic achievement, as determined by the IEP team, are
provided
Section 200.6 – for those students found eligible under Section 504
of the Rehabilitation Act, appropriate accommodations for
successful measurement of students’ academic achievement, as
determined by the IEP team, are provided.
Section 200.6 – requires the state to provide one or more alternative
assessments for students with disabilities, who have been
determined by the IEP, cannot participate, even with
accommodations, in state assessments.
(Wenkart, 2002, p. 5)
NCLB is specific on how the results of the assessments are to be reported. The law
requires “…schools, districts and the state as a whole to demonstrate Adequate Yearly
Progress (AYP) in English/language arts and math. To do this, student test results are
matched to Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs) based on proficiency levels. That is,
the state sets annual targets for how many students must test proficient or above in order to
make AYP” (Ed-data, 2014).
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Schools are required to report AYP for all students, as well as numerically
significant subgroups. California law defines a subgroup as being “at least 50 students who
make up 15 percent or more of the school’s total population with valid test scores, or at
least 100 students with valid test scores” (California Department of Education Publication,
2014).
Under the accountability system, the subgroups include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

African American (not of Hispanic origin)
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Filipino
Hispanic or Latino
Pacific Islander
White (not of Hispanic origin)
Socioeconomically disadvantaged
English learners
Students with disabilities
(California Department of Education Publication, 2014)

The intent for reporting subgroup assessment is to ensure that certain subgroup of students
cannot be hidden, and therefore these schools not be held accountable, by the overall
school achievement.
Many a school problem has been hidden under a blanket of
‘average’ scores. That can be especially easy in schools where most
students are high achievers because underachieving subgroups tend
to get submerged in school-wide numbers. That is why NCLB
insists on making sure that each subgroup, and not just the overall
student body, makes adequate yearly progress.
(California Department of Education Publication, 2014)
The participation rate for a district and/or school is 95%, and each significant
subgroup must have a participation rate of 95% to achieve AYP. If this participation rate is
not achieved, then the school will be placed into Program Improvement (PI) (Yell,
Katsiyannas, & Shiner, 2006) (Rentschler, 2006).

36

Children with disabilities who take an alternate assessment must be
included in the 95 percent of students who must participate in the
State's assessments in order for a school, district, or State to make
adequate yearly progress (Department of Education, 2003, p.17).
For a school to achieve its AYP and not to be placed into PI, every subgroup must
meet its benchmark target (Rentschler, 2006). With this requirement, the expectation is that
students with disabilities will need to achieve at a faster pace than their general education
peers in order to meet grade level proficiency (Eckes & Swando, 2009). However, given
this expectation, a school with a subgroup of students with disabilities is set up to fail. As a
group, these students are already classified as two years behind their general education
peers and therefore would be expected to make gains of 9.9 percent a year, versus their
general education peers who are expected to make gains, on average, of 5.5 percent per
year (Eckes & Swando, 2009). A significant concern regarding the requirements of NCLB
for students with disabilities is that it expects all students with disabilities to achieve the
target benchmark, regardless of the mental or physical capabilities of the student and
“…because the assessment…is based on the results of a one-time narrow, rigid
standardized test…rather than a broader measure of student achievement, …the odds are
stacked against students with disabilities” (Rentschler, 2006).
Since the first year of AYP in 2003, according to the Education Data Partnership, a
partner of California Department of Education, the number of elementary schools meeting
their goal has decreased. Between 2004 and 2011, many schools entered and exited
Program Improvement. By 2012 only 20% of elementary Title I schools met AYP criteria
and then only 4% in 2013 were able to meet their AYP benchmark (Educational Data
Partnership). Given these statistics, many schools failed to meet their AYP goal two years
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in a row, and were placed into Program Improvement until all subgroups meet proficiency
criteria.
With the implementation of Common Core State Standards, California received a
waiver from the federal government regarding suspending AYP determinations in 2014
(United States Department of Education, 2014). The California Department of Education
voted to continue the grace period for the school years 2014-2015, 2015-2016, and 20162017, thereby allowing elementary and middle schools in California to maintain the same
AYP determinations for 3 years so new schools would not enter or exit PI and current PI
schools would advance a year in PI status until 2016-2017 (California Board of Education,
2014)
Figure 1: Diagram explaining AYP

(Colorado Department of Education 2014)
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Title I
In 1965, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) established, for the
first time, a funding source for schools by the federal government. The funding was
established through federal assisted programs referred to as Title I (Crawford, Diversity
Learning, 2012). “Title I provides supplemental federal aid to disadvantaged children and
provided statutory basis for special education funding” (Rentschler, 2006, p.639).
There are 7 parts to Title I that allow for federal assistance to school-based
programs:
Part A – To improve basic programs operated by local educational
agencies (LEAs) by consulting with LEAs, teachers, principals,
pupil services personnel, administrators, other staff, and parents;
coordinating with other programs under this Act, the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act, the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and
Technical Education Act of 1998, the Head Start Act, the Adult
Education and Family Literacy Act, and the McKinney-Vento
Homeless Assistance Act.
Part B – Student Reading Skills Improvement Grants
Purpose: To provide assistance to state educational agencies and
local educational agencies in establishing reading programs for
students in
Kindergarten through grade three that are based in scientifically
based reading research, to ensure that every student can read at
grade level or above not later than the end of grade three.
Part C- Education of Migratory Children
Purpose: Support high-quality and comprehensive educational
programs for migratory children to help reduce the educational
disruptions and other problems that result from repeated moves.
Part D – Prevention and Intervention Programs for Children and
Youth who are Neglected, Delinquent, or At-Risk
Purpose: To improve educational services for children and youth in
local and state institutions so that such children and youth have the
opportunity to meet the same challenging state academic content and
achievement standards that all children in the State are expected to
meet.
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Part E – National Assessment of Title I
The Secretary shall conduct national assessment of the programs
assisted under this title and the impact of this title on States, local
educational agencies, schools and students.
Part G – Advanced Placement Programs
Purpose: To support State and local efforts to raise academic
standards through Advanced Placement programs and this further
increase the number of students who participate and succeed in
Advanced Placement Programs.

Part H – School Dropout Prevention
Purpose: To provide for school dropout prevention and reentry and
to raise academic achievement levels by providing grants that 1)
challenge all children to attain their highest academic potential 2)
ensure that all students have substantial and ongoing opportunities to
attain their highest academic potential through school-wide
programs proven to be effective in school dropout prevention and
reentry.
(California Department of Education, 2014)
In 1994, ESEA was reauthorized and added that schools receiving Title I funding
must provide proficiency standards for students to achieve and ways for schools to
measure if the standard was achieved (Rentschler, 2006). No punitive damages were
applied to schools that did not have students who met the standard. Then when ESEA was
reauthorized again as NCLB, it was added that states develop three levels of competencies
to show students achievement. NCLB also strengthened the federal government’s role in
public school education by applying punitive punishments to schools and districts that
were not able to demonstrate achievement of at least proficiency by all students by 2014
(Rentschler, 2006).
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According to the California Department of Education:
Table 2 - Title 1 schools
Number of Public School Districts

951

Number of Public Schools

10,351

Number of Students Served in Public Schools

6,287,834

% of Title I Schools

87.8%

% With Individualized Education Programs (IEP)

10.7%

(Meader, 2014)
Program Improvement (PI)
NCLB requires local educational agencies that receive Title I funds to use state
assessment results to review progress of schools and determine if they are making adequate
yearly progress and then report that information to the public. If a school, or any of the
subgroups, fails to meet their AYP for two years in a row, then the school must be
identified for school improvement, or failing (Wenkart, 2002,) (Ed-data, 2014). A school
can fail to meet AYP, and be placed in Program Improvement (PI) by either not testing the
expected percentage of students in the school, or subgroup, or by failing to meet its AYP
benchmark two years in a row. NCLB requires that 95% of all students in the school, and
95% of each significant subgroup participate in the test (Ed-data, 2014). If a school fails to
achieve one or both of these requirements for two years in a row, the school will be
considered failing.
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Table 3 - Title I School Program Improvement Requirements
The chart provides a timeline for Program Improvement (PI) requirements to schools that are Title I funded
PI Year 1

PI Year 2

PI Year 3

PI Year 4

PI Year 5

School Improvement

School Improvement

Corrective Action

Restructuring

Restructuring

Local Educational Agency
(LEA)
Provide technical assistance to
PI school.

LEA
Provide supplemental
educational services to all
eligible students.

Continue to:
• provide technical
assistance.
•
Notify parent of PI
Provide choice to attend
status of school,
another public school served
school choice, and
by the LEA that is not PI. (LEA
supplemental
is responsible for transportation
services.
costs.)
• Provide professional
development.
Establish peer review process
•
Provide School
to review revised school plan.
choice.
School
School
Continue to:
Revise school plan within 3
• Implement Plan.
months to cover 2-year period.
• Provide professional
development.
Use 10% of Title I school funds
for staff professional
development.
Notify parents of PI status of
school and school choice.

Implement plan promptly.

LEA
Inform parent and public of corrective
action and allows comment.

LEA and School
Provide notice to parents and
teachers and allows comment.
Prepare plan for alternative
governance of school. Select one of
May provide direct technical assistance
the following:
to school site councils in developing
school plans.
• Reopen school as a
charter.
LEA identifies school for corrective
•
Replace all or most staff
action and does at least one of the
including principal.
following:
• Contract with outside entity
to manage school.
Replace school staff.
Implement new curriculum.
• State takeover.
• Decrease management
• Any other major
authority at school level.
restructuring.
• Appoint outside expert.
LEA
• Extend school year or day.
Continue to:
• Restructure internal
• Provide technical
organizational structure of
assistance.
school.
• Notify parent of PI status of
Continue to:
school, school choice, and
• Provide technical assistance.
supplemental services.
• Notify parent of PI status of
•
Provide professional
school, school choice, and
development.
supplemental services.
•
Provide school choice.
• Provide professional
• Provide supplemental
development.
services.
• Provide school choice.
School
• Provide supplemental
Continue to:
educational services.
• Provide professional
School
development.
Continue to:
•
Collaborate with district to
• Provide professional
improve student
development.
achievement.
• Collaborate with district to
improve student
achievement.

LEA and School
Implement alternative
governance plan developed in
Year 4.
School continues in PI, and LEA
offers choice and supplemental
services until school makes AYP
for two consecutive years.
School exits PI after two
consecutive years of making
AYP.
LEA
Continue to:
• Provide technical
assistance.
• Notify parent of PI
status of school,
school choice, and
supplemental services.
• Provide professional
development.
• Provide school choice.
• Provide supplemental
services.

(California Department of Education, 2014)
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For a school to exit PI, a school must reach its expected AYP benchmark, and all
significant subgroups must reach their expected AYP benchmark, or Safe Harbor
designation (La Patner, 2011). If a school is unable to meet these expectations, there are
Program Improvement requirements, outlined by the California Department of Education,
to assist the school during the improvement process.
Figure 2: Chart of percentage of proficient students

(Classroom Connection, 2006)
Safe Harbor (SH)
NCLB requires schools and significant subgroups to make AYP toward set
benchmarks leading to 100% proficiency of all students in English/Language Arts and
Math by 2014. However, schools can achieve AYP, by meeting the benchmark under a
condition known as Safe Harbor. If a school, district or significant subgroup does not meet
its AYP benchmark, but does show progress in moving students from below proficiency to
proficient and above, then it can be considered for Safe Harbor if the following conditions
also apply:
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•

The percentage of students in the school, LEA, or subgroup
performing below the proficient level in either ELA or
mathematics decreased by at least 10 percent of that
percentage from the preceding school year;

•

The school, LEA, or subgroup had a “Yes” or blank in the
“Met 2011 AYP Criteria” column for participation rate for
the assessments in ELA and mathematics; The school, LEA,
or subgroup demonstrated at least a one-point growth in the
API or had a Growth API of 710 or more; and

•

The school or LEA met graduation rate criteria, if applicable.
(California Department of Education, 2011, p 49)

Safe Harbor is considered an alternative method for meet AYP targets. There is no limit on
how many times a school or district can meet AYP targets using Safe Harbor. There is no
set requirement how a school, district or subgroup meets its AYP target, just as long as
they do; therefore, schools and districts may exit PI if they meet AYP for two consecutive
years, even if AYP was made using Safe Harbor (California Department of Education,
2011).
Academic Performance Indicators (API)
According to NCLB, each state is required to develop its own plan that addresses
academic assessment and accountability. The plan must include a single, statewide
accountability system that will be used to ensure schools, districts and subgroups are
meeting AYP (Wenkart, 2002).
In 1999, California passed the Public Schools Accountability Act (PSAA). It was a
comprehensive accountability system to hold students and district accountable for
improving student performance (Ed-data, 2013.) This accountability system prepared
California for the requirements if NCLB in 2002. California had developed an
accountability system titled Academic Performance Index (API). The California
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Department of Education (CDE) calculates the API annually “…and disseminates the
results directly to schools and districts as well as posting them on the CDE website” (Eddata, 2013). The API structure is a scale between 200-1000 that indicates how well a
school, district or significant subgroup has performed on the yearly assessments.
California, having already implemented monitoring programs for student achievement, was
able to use this data to assign schools base numbers as required by NCLB. The state chose
a target number of 800 for schools to reach. As well as assigning a number, schools are
compared in categories including same size and same student population. These schools
are ranked into deciles, with 1 representing the lowest-performing 10% and 10
representing the highest performing 10%. The schools receive two rankings, one for
statewide comparison of all schools and another for similar school performance
comparison (Ed-data, 2013). The PSAA expected that schools would improve student
performance by 5% of the difference between their yearly API and the target number of
800. If a school does not meet its growth target it may be identified as needing state
intervention or assistance (Ed-data, 2013) (Goertz, 2005).
NCLB allowed multiple indicators for schools to meet AYP goals and California
applied the API scores as one of the other academic indicators allowed (Goertz, 2005).
“The API is used in meeting state requirements under the PSAA and federal Adequate

Yearly Progress (AYP) requirements under the ESEA. Under federal ESEA requirements,
the API is one of the additional indicators for AYP” (Analysis, Measurement and
Accountability Reporting Division: California Department of Education, 2014).
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Assessment
Since the implementation of NCLB and the requirement that all students must be at
minimum proficient in English-Language Arts (ELA) and Math by 2014, districts and
schools have struggled with how to meet this expectation for students with disabilities.
Although allowed to take an alternative assessment, the California Modified Assessment
(CMA) or California Alternative Performance Assessment (CAPA), depending on the level
of disability, these students are still required to meet proficient in the California state
standards content. Even with the percentage of students receiving a score of Proficient or
above may not exceed 1.0 percent on the CAPA and the percentage of scores of Proficient
and above may exceed 2.0 percent for students taking the CMA, depending on the overall
percentage of CAPA scores, the testing of this subgroup has come into question multiple
times (California Department of Education, 2014). There are concerns that NCLB violates
a student’s right to a free and appropriate education that meets their needs, as stated by
IDEA 2004, and has brought criticism from many special education instructors. “Special
Education is defined under IDEA as ‘specially designed instruction…to meet the unique
needs of a child with a disability’” (Eckes & Swando, 2009, p. 2480). NCLB requires the
standardized testing and reporting of this subgroup, because “…(s)pecial education
students have the same right to be included in state standards, assessments and
accountability systems…to assess how…they are performing…” (Rentschler, 2006, p.
657). Although, IDEA 97 and NCLB provide provisions for students who cannot
participate in state or district-wide assessments to be assessed using alternate assessments
with accommodations (Browder & Cooper-Duffy, 2003), many educators have become
concerned that this provision is in direct conflict with IDEA and the requirement for
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individualized instruction. IDEA was reauthorized in 2004 and it included “…all IEPs
must contain a statement of any individual appropriate accommodations that are necessary
to measure the academic achievement and functional performance of students under the
assessments required by NCLB and IDEA” (Eckes & Swando, 2009, p. 2480).
Eligibility guidelines for the assessment of students with disabilities are described
in Standards and Assessments, Non-Regulatory Guidance, Department of Education,
H. STUDENTS ELIGIBLE UNDER IDEA AND SECTION 504
H-1. If the child is a child with a disability as defined by the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), Title I and
IDEA regulations call for the student’s Individualized Education
Program (IEP) team to determine the accommodations needed to
measure academic achievement
H-2. Decisions regarding accommodations are made by a student's
IEP team … and should be made on the basis of individual student
needs, not on the basis of labels (such as category of disability
H-3. Using State-established guidelines, IEP teams make the
determination regarding which students will take an alternate
assessment. Because alternate assessments are designed for students
with significant disabilities who are unable to participate in a regular
assessment, even when accommodations are provided, only a
relatively small number of students should participate in alternate
assessments.
H-4. The IEP team or placement team determines how individual
students participate in assessment programs, not whether they
participate.
H-6. As required by No Child Left Behind, a State's assessment
system must provide appropriate accommodations so that a student
covered under IDEA or Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of
1973 can be held to the content and achievement standards for the
grade in which the student is enrolled.
(Department of Education, 2003, p. 17)
Therefore, NCLB states that IEP teams make decisions regarding the assessment of
students with disabilities (Department of Education, 2003).
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These provisions protect the IEP team and guide their decision when determining
which assessments students with disabilities are allowed to take. However, there has been a
concern that IEP teams are not being accurate and consistent when designating students
with disabilities for alternative assessments (Cho & Kingston, 2013). Even with the
provision that NCLB only allows for 1% of students with disabilities to be reported in the
AYP scoring, IEP teams struggle to identify students with disabilities properly (Cho &
Kingston, 2013). In one study conducted by Cho and Kingston, it was found that teachers,
regardless of their understanding of the guidelines, chose alternative assessments based
upon the student’s “low academic achievement as well as …classroom modifications,
inflexible accommodation policy and the 1% AYP cap” (Cho & Kingston, p. 167). These
factors are counter to the guidelines stated by NCLB. Some teachers in the study
acknowledged assigning students with disabilities to alternative assessments because of the
modified material contained in the assessment (Cho & Kingston). This is contradictory to
the expectation of NCLB and IDEA.
NCLB was an attempt to improve the academic performance of all
students, including those with disabilities. In fact, under NCLB and
IDEA, most students with disabilities are expected to take standard
tests of academic achievement and to achieve at a level equal to that
of students without disabilities (Hallahan, Kauffman, & Pullen,
2009, p. 30).
The overall intent of NCLB, as well as the high level of academic expectations for students
with disabilities, is to improve the quality of education for all students. Therefore the use
of “…teaching practices that have been proven to work…” (Odom, et al., 2005, p. 138) as
outlined by the U.S. Department of Education has been recognized as meeting this
expectation.
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NCLB and “Scientifically Proven Practices”
Beginning in 2014, all students, including students with disabilities, are required to
meet proficiency, in reading and math, on state-wide assessments (Common Core
Standards Initiative, 2014). The standards expected to be achieved by students with
disabilities require access to general education curriculum. NCLB states that Title 1
schools (schools that receive federal monies) must use their funds on evidence-based
strategies (Browder & Cooper-Duffy, 2003) and teachers are required “…to use
scientifically proven practices in their classrooms” (Odom, et al., 2005, p. 137). However
there is limited evidence on which strategy schools or districts should adopt for students
with disabilities. “NCLB puts a special emphasis on implementing educational programs
and practices clearly demonstrated as effective by rigorous scientific research” (Pierangelo
& Giuliani, 2009, p. 29). However, for Special Education, this is more difficult to
accomplish because of the variety of students and their individual needs (Odom, et al.,
2005). IDEA identifies 12 disabilities in special education, including learning disabilities,
attention deficit/hyperactivity disorder (ADHD), Autism, mental retardation (or Intellectual
Disability), emotional and behavioral disorders, visual and hearing impairments, as well as
physical impairments or disabilities. Other health impairments can be categorized as
asthma, epilepsy and diabetes (Odom, et al., 2005). Given the wide variety of disabilities
and the individualized attention each one needs, it is not possible to identify one form of
scientifically-based educational method for students with disabilities. One method cannot
be identified as effective in special education as it has to be identified for who it is best for
and how (Odom, et al.). Considering the wide range of students identified with disabilities,
the research varies on what are the best practices for teaching.
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Thirty-eight percent of students placed in special education had
learning disabilities and 22 percent had speech or language
impairments during the 2008-2009 academic school year. About 12
percent of students had experienced emotional disturbances or
developmental delay (2)…Some students… have severe past
emotional disturbances, while others have behavioral issues like
ADHD or learning disabilities such as dyslexia (1). Students with
behavioral problems often lack social skills and frequently disrupt
class, which thwarts their ability to learn in a regular classroom.
(Mookerji 2011, 2)
Given this wide range of disabilities and other learning issues, a teacher’s ability to meet
the educational requirements for students with disabilities can be challenging. Many
instructional best practices for students with disabilities focus more on how to teach
students then what to teach students with disabilities.
It is difficult to determine a standard successful special education
curriculum since it is so contingent on the individual student.
Schools must effectively construct a curriculum balancing
integration and time in a special needs classroom while also
balancing discipline and creativity. A curriculum with all of these
components in place will help a greater amount and variety of
special needs students. (Mookerji 2011, 9)
IDEA states that students with disabilities have the right to have access to the
general education curriculum in the least restrictive environment. The rights of all students
is dependent on solid school leadership, and it is the principal’s responsibility to provide a
strong school culture and an instructional program that allows access for all students,
regardless of disabilities (Frost and Kerten, 2011).
Providing access for students involves not only principals but other school
educators. General and Special education teachers must work together to identify the
academic needs of students and provide support for students in the least restrictive
environment. If students are not achieving in the classroom, educators must come together
to identify the needs of the student and provide successful strategies to help the student
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achieve. Response to Intervention (RtI) is an approach used within the general education
setting to provide evidence-based instruction to low-performing students and then monitor
their progress to ensure the instructional strategies are addressing the academic needs of
the student (Bradley, November/December 2005). It “… is the practice of providing highquality instruction and intervention matched to student need, monitoring progress
frequently to make decisions about changes in instruction or goals and applying student
response data to important education decisions” (Elliot, 2008, p. 1).
Before RtI is implemented, a Pre-referral Team (PRT) is convened to discuss the
needs of the student. PRT consists of a group of professionals, usually a special education
teacher, counselor, administrator, and psychologist that meet to discuss educational
strategies for students in general education classes, after the teacher feels he/she has
exhausted all other strategies available (Hallahan, Kauffman, & Pullen, 2009) (Pierangelo
& Giuliani, 2009). While these students are not yet identified with special needs,
discussion focuses on what interventions can be put in place to ensure all strategies are
addressed before an evaluation is required (Hallahan, Kauffman, & Pullen, 2009). The
main purpose of a PRT is “…to keep down the number of referrals to special education by
encouraging general educators to try as many alternative strategies…before deciding that
difficult-to-teach students need to become the primary responsibility of special educators”
(Hallahan, Kauffman, & Pullen, 2009, p. 61). “…(I)t is a step forward in the prevention of
unnecessary evaluations and the possibility of misdiagnosis and over identification of
special education students” (Pierangelo & Giuliani, 2009, p. 86). PRT works with the
general education teacher to assist in developing strategies that can be implemented within
the general education classroom to help the student academically improve.
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Once the PRT has developed a plan for the teachers, Response to Intervention (RtI)
can then be strategically applied. RtI is a strategy used in conjunction with PRTs to assist
in the identification of struggling students. In IDEA 2004, Congress gave “…school
districts the flexibility to determine that a student has an SLD (severe learning disability)
using RtI data (Pierangelo & Giuliani, 2009, p. 324). Congress added to IDEA “… in
determining whether a child has a specific learning disability, states may rely on a process
that determines whether the child responds to scientific, researched-based intervention as a
part of the evaluation” (Hallahan, Kauffman, & Pullen, 2009, p. 61). By using RtI to
identify a student’s learning needs, it shifts the focus from what is the student’s disability,
to the student’s instructional needs (Pierangelo & Giuliani, 2009). RtI’s purpose is to allow
for a process to identify students who may need more individualized methods of learning
by providing supported instruction in the general education classroom.
There are seven core principles to RtI that must be in place to ensure effective
implementation of the system.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Use all available resources to teach all students.
Use scientific research-based interventions/instruction.
Monitor classroom performances
Conduct universal screening/benchmarking
Use a multitier model of service delivery
Make data-based decisions
Monitor progress frequently
(Pierangelo & Giuliani, 2009, p. 320)

An effective RtI program cannot occur without these core principles.
The delivery of RtI occurs through a multi-tiered approach. This approach is
necessary in determining the specific learning needs of a student by providing services and
interventions to struggling learners at increasing levels of intensity (Pierangelo & Giuliani,
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2009, p. 317). RtI implementation occurs in the general education classroom and is
implemented by the general education teacher.
There are three tiers to RtI. Each tier provides increasingly intense education
services being provided to the students in a general education classroom. Level or Tier 1
can be referred to as Verification of Quality. This is implementation of research-based
instruction strategies for a large group, or class, of students. Level or Tier 2 includes
individual or peer instruction and other forms of remediation. This incorporates a more
targeted approach of interventions directed at a student’s specific skills need and specific
instructional approach. Typically for students who have fallen behind grade-level
expectations. Level or Tier 3 is designed for students who have not been able to achieve
given targeted support and requires intense individualized instruction. Referral to special
education would occur at this level (Pierangelo & Giuliani, 2009) (Hallahan, Kauffman, &
Pullen, 2009) (Kovaleski, 2004). IDEA approved of this form of special education
identification in the general requirements of 2004. However, by using RtI early to identify
the needs of a struggling student, a teacher can address any specific learning issues without
referring the student to special education (Pierangelo & Giuliani, 2009).
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FIGURE 3 – 3 Tiers of RtI

Leadership Theory
Over the years, many words have been used to symbolize the meaning of
leadership; power, authority, administration, and control. These words have been used to
describe the actions or explain a perspective of a person (Yukl, 2010). Defining leadership
has been a challenge and as Stodgill and Bass stated “There are as many different
definitions of leadership as there are persons who have attempted to define it” (Bass, 1990,
p. 11) (Yukl, 2010, p. 20). Leadership can be viewed in many different ways, and its
meaning should depend on the purpose intended. “Leadership has been defined in terms of
traits, behaviors, influence, interaction patterns, role relationships, and occupation of an
administrative position” (Yukl, 2010 p. 20).
Leadership has been conceived as a focus of group processes, as a
personality attribute, as the art of inducing compliance, as an
exercise of influence, as a particular kind of activity, as a form of
persuasion, as a power relation, as an instrument of the attainment of
goals, as an effect of interaction, as a differentiated role, and as the
initiation of structure (Bass, 2008, pp. 25–26).
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Leadership is a complex concept that has multiple meanings depending on the
circumstance. “The meaning of leadership may depend on the kind of institution in which
it is found” (Bass, 2008, p. 11). There are multiple definitions of leadership, but one
common concept amongst them is that leadership “…involves a process whereby
intentional influence is exerted over other people to guide, structure, and facilitate
activities and relationships in a group or organization” (Yukl, 2010, p. 21).
Leadership is not based on a single person, but on the organization and those
involved in it. Bass states that “Leadership should be regarded as a relationship between
persons, rather than characteristic of the isolated individual” (Bass, p. 40). Gary Yukl
defines leadership as “the process of influencing others to understand and agree about what
needs to be done and how to do it, and the process of facilitating individual and collective
efforts to accomplish shared objectives,” (Drolet & Turner, 2010, p. 90)(Yukl, p. 26) and
Ronald Humphries describes leadership as “…a process of social interaction where the
leader’s ability to inﬂuence the behaviour of their followers can strongly inﬂuence
performance outcomes” (Kerr, Garvin, Heaton, & Boyle, 2006, p. 268). These definitions
have a common thread that identifies leadership as a process of working with others, and
not as a trait of a single person (Yukl, 2010).
Theories regarding effective leadership are just as diverse as the definition
(Marzano, 2005). According to a study for The Leadership Quarterly in 2013, there is a list
of 65 leadership theories emerging in the new millennium (Dinh, Lord, Gardner, Meuser,
& Liden, p. 5). Transformational Leadership emerged as the most dominant theory in
leadership (Dinh, Lord, Gardner, Meuser, & Liden, 2013) “…and has been the theory of
choice for the past several decades” (Stone & Patterson, p. 7). In education, it “…is the
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favored style of leadership given that it is assumed to produce results beyond expectations”
(Marzano, p. 14). Yet, regardless of the theory applied, “… leadership has been intimately
linked to the effective functioning of complex organizations throughout the centuries”
(Marzano, p. 5).
School Leadership
Leadership in schools has developed through the evolution of public education. As
schools grew in urban and rural settings, the need for a central supervisory person became
more apparent. The position of principal, someone who could oversee the teachers and
liaison with the district bureaucracy became more necessary (Rousmaniere, 2013). In the
beginning of the 20th century, school principals were apt to be in a classroom, but
governmental bureaucracy began to overshadow the instructional aspect of principalship.
As the principalship evolved away from the classroom to the
administrative office, the principal became less connected with
student learning, and yet more responsible for it. …the role of
school head changed from instructing students to supervising
teachers of students... Modern principals came to have less to do
with student learning and more to do with upholding administrative
structures and responding to public pressures (Rousmaniere, 2013).
“The role of educational administration is rapidly changing, requiring new challenges and
obligations for the practicing administrator” (Lindstrom, 1971, p. 13). When Nation at
Risk was published in 1983, student achievement became the central focus of school
improvement.
We report to the American people that while we can take justifiable
pride in what our schools and colleges have historically
accomplished and contributed to the United States and the wellbeing of its people, the educational foundations of our society are
presently being eroded by a rising tide of mediocrity that threatens
our very future as a Nation and a people…Our society and its
educational institutions seem to have lost sight of the basic purposes
of schooling, and of the high expectations and disciplined effort
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needed to attain them. (The National Commission on Excellence in
Education, 1983)
As concerning as the report was, highlighting the inadequacies of public education and
citing changes that needed to be made for students to be more competitive globally and
locally, the report does not address the need for improved school leadership. In fact, no
connection is drawn between student achievement and effective school leadership (The
National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983). A study done in 1996 by
Hallinger and Heck identified only 40 studies, between 1980 and 1995, that addressed and
identified a relationship between student achievement and school leadership (Marzano,
2005). Continuing through the 1990’s, minimal research was available that linked the two
together as an avenue for school improvement. Some researchers claimed there was no
connection and that school leadership had minimal effect on student learning (Marzano,
2005).
Expectation of school leadership changed when President Clinton signed Goals
2000 in 1994. The Federal government recognized that student achievement had continued
to decline since The Nation at Risk report, and that current school reforms would have to
change. Federal expectations required schools to make improvements to ensure student
achievement (Heise, 1994). School leaders and principals were expected to meet this
challenge and direct student learning.
In 1999, California adopted a bill titled, “…Public School Performance
Accountability Program that would consist of an Academic Performance Index (API), an
Immediate Intervention/Underperforming Schools Program, and a Governor's High
Achieving/Improving Schools Program”(PSPAP) (Alpert, 1999, para 2). Within this
document the principal of a school is given the full responsibility of curriculum and
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instruction to improve student achievement. According to the bill, if a principal was not
able to improve the overall school performance he/she would be reassigned, per the
consultation of the school board and State Superintendent’s office (Alpert, 1999). The
PSPAP identified a distinct connection between school leadership and student
achievement.
School leadership became an important component with the implementation of
NCLB in 2002. Student assessments and score reporting were the keystones to this reform
bill and school principals were expected to become accountable for their school programs.
As part of the legislation, schools that did not meet their AYP benchmarks for two years in
a row could have their principal removed (Ravitch, 2010). This portrayed a direct
connection with student achievement and school improvement. “Policymakers have
discovered that teachers, tests, and textbooks can’t produce results without highly effective
principals to facilitate, model and lead” (McEwan, 2003, p. xxi). The requirements of
principals to be responsible for multiple aspects of school and staff were beginning to be
recognized after the implementation of NCLB. Principals were expected to be effective
instructional leaders as well as effective professional development leaders. (Nettles, 2007)
(Lindstrom & Specks, 2004) According to Linda Lambert, Professor of Education at
California State University Hayward (now CSU East Bay), principals have to be more
sophisticated and have multiple talents to be successful in their schools (EdSource, 2001).
“Today’s school leaders must wear multiple hats. They are instructional leaders, personnel
directors, fund-raisers, public information officers, social workers, negotiators, legal
experts, statisticians, financial analysts, and politicians” (EdSource, 2001, para 3).
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Since the implementation of NCLB in 2002, expectations of school leadership
has changed. “In order to meet the challenge associated with national and state
expectations, principals must focus on teaching and learning…” (Stronge, Richard, &
Catano, 2008, p. Chapter 1, p.3, e-source). Leaders must be able to lead their schools
through many challenges. How leaders decide to lead depends on style and theory.
However, style and theory are not what make an effective leader and improve student
achievement; the behavior of the principal has proven to be the most effective measure of
student success (Marzano, 2005).
Behavior of successful principals has been studied and analyzed in schools,
regardless of student population. In 2003, Kathleen Cotton reviewed 81 reports dated from
1985 until 2003. Through her synthesis, she was able to determine that there were 25
principal behaviors that contributed to student achievement (Marzano, 2005) and Marzano,
Waters and McNulty identified 21 responsibilities of effective principals that correlated to
improved student achievement (Marzono, 2005) Thomas Harvey, Bonita Drolet and
Douglas Devore discussed a 12-step program to allow principals to create a high achieving
school environment, (Harvey, Drolet, & Devore, 2014) and Bonita Drolet and Deborah
Turner outlined 10 behaviors of principals who successfully led their schools out of
program improvement (Drolet & Turner, 2010). In all, behaviors for effective school
leaders to exhibit if they expect to influence student achievement and school improvement
were identified. Collectively, these studies found that an effective school leader must have
a vision for the school and be able to lead all stakeholders to new levels of achievement.
Successful principals develop a vision and set goals for where they want the school to be.
“They hold high expectations that teachers and students will meet these goals and hold
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themselves accountable for the success of the school” (Stronge, Richard, & Catano, 2008,
p. Chapter 1, p.3 e-source). Successful school leaders display the confidence that their
school will meet the expectations and achieve the goals established. As Cotton states,
“Principals of high-achieving schools are confident that they will accomplish their vision
and goals despite challenges and setbacks and thus, serve as role models for staff and
students” (Stronge, Richard, & Catano, 2008, p. Chapter 1, p.3 e-source).
Leadership is not only about the traits and expectations of the principal; it is also
about the collective synergy of the school community. “Leadership needs to speak to a
group broader than the individual leaders. This breadth can become more evident if we
consider the connections or learning processes among individuals in a school community”
(Lambert, 1998, p. 5). Leadership is about all those within a school that can make a
difference. A group of leaders, consisting of teachers and parents, can also effect change
(Lambert, 1998). As Principal Kathie Dobberteen of La Mesa Dale Elementary stated, “In
the beginning, teachers aren’t sure they can do it [raise achievement]. But if you focus in
meeting small but incremental goals, student achievement goes up almost magically. When
it happens, it energizes the whole school” (McEwan, 2003, p. 124). School improvement is
a collaborative effort, and as stated, “It may take a village to raise a child, but it takes a
community to nurture the intellectual development and raise the academic achievement of
its students” (McEwan, p. 131). Schools identified as Program Improvement have a greater
challenge to achieve and their leaders have a greater responsibility to lead.
School Leadership and Program Improvement
With the increasing expectation for greater school accountability and the
expectation for improved student achievement, School principals are under heightened
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scrutiny to turn around school performance (Hoppey & McLesky, 2013). Even if school
leaders set high expectations, it still may not be enough to turn around a failing school.
NCLB clearly stated that schools receiving federal funds under Title 1, which did not meet
adequate yearly progress (AYP) for two consecutive years, were to be labeled as failing by
the local educational agency (LEA), identified for Program Improvement (PI) and required
to develop an improvement plan for the school to implement (“No child left behind
(NCLB) requirements for schools,” 2013). Schools identified with multiple subgroups
must make progress each year in every subgroup. If one subgroup is not able to make AYP
for two consecutive years, then the whole school is identified for PI (Congress, section
1001, (2) (B)). The research on what tactics can be implemented to turnaround a failing
school are limited and the standard best practices of leadership and teaching do not seem to
address the issue of how to turn them around (Smarick, Winter 2010).
Given the requirement that schools must continue to make yearly progress, with all
subgroups, achievement toward this goal must be planned by all stakeholders. Some
schools are showing some success in meeting yearly progress goals, many are not. Schools
with students with disabilities as a subgroup seem to face even more daunting challenges
toward progress. “Given the challenges that students in special education face, some
believe that low performance is inevitable” (Huberman & Parish, 2011, p. 2).
In as much as there is no set best practice for turning around schools, there is
research that demonstrates techniques can be implemented by school leaders to help
improve student achievement and can significantly affect school improvement (Steiner,
Hassel and Hassel, 2008, p. 3). Schools that have exited Program Improvement are
engaging in: sharing beliefs and setting goals, focusing on teaching and learning,
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encouraging collaboration and shared decision making, strengthening communication,
monitoring success, providing support, building relationships and interactions, and
changing and adapting (Drolet & Turner, 2010, p. vii). In a study completed by California
Comprehensive Center at WestEd, four schools were identified for their success in exiting
Program Improvement. “The main themes that emerged across the four districts are
consistent with the research and literature on effective practices leading to improved
student achievement for students in special education: inclusion and access to the core
curriculum (four districts); collaboration between special education and general education
teachers (four districts); continuous assessment and use of Response to Intervention (RtI)
(three districts); and targeted professional development (three districts)” (Huberman &
Parrish, 2011).
For schools that are in Program Improvement the expectation to exit a school can
be challenging. Specific leadership skills and behaviors are needed to turn around schools.
Drolet and Turner (2010) concluded that successful school leaders displayed 10 behaviors
that attributed to the success of the school exiting program improvement:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Has quality contact and interaction with teachers and students.
Establishes clear goals.
Is an advocate for the school to all stakeholders
Keeps established goals in the forefront of the school’s attention.
Monitors the effectiveness of school practices in regard to their
impact on student learning
Inspires new and challenging innovations.
Establishes strong lines of communication with and among
teachers.
Is aware of the details and undercurrents in the running of the
school
Ensures faculty and staff are aware of and discuss the most
current theories and practice.
(Drolet & Turner, 2010, pp. 4–5)
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However, even with the knowledge of these behaviors, there remains a gap between the
actions of principals of schools that have exited and those that have remained in Program
Improvement.
School Leaders with Special Education
Recent legislation has placed more emphasis on the educational rights of students
with disabilities. IDEA specifically states that students with disabilities must have access
to general education curriculum and NCLB requires students with disabilities to be
assessed the same as students in general education classes (DiPaola, 2003) (Frost &
Kersten, April–June 2011). Given the need to achieve, these expectations require a
different type of leadership.
Research has demonstrated that principals who focus on
instructional issues, demonstrate administrative support for special
education, and provide high-quality professional development for
teachers produce enhanced outcomes for students with
disabilities…Thus the extent of administrative support affects the
extent to which teachers and specialists develop and implement
interventions designed to improve student performance.
(DiPaola, 2003, p. 9)
To be an effective school leader for students with disabilities requires knowledge of
quality instructional programs as well as knowledge of all legal requirements of Individual
Education Plans (IEP) and 504 requirements. The Office of Special Education Programs
(OSEP) states that “…a central role of the principal is providing instructional leadership to
ensure that the rights of students with are protected and that these students receive an
appropriate education, (Frost & Kersten, April–June 2011, p. 3) and the Interstate School
Leader Licensure Standards and Indicators (ISLLC) states in Standard 2, “A school
administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all students by
advocating, nurturing, and sustaining a school culture and instructional program conducive
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to student learning and staff professional growth” (Frost & Kersten, April–June 2011, pp.
4–5) (Cooner, Tochterman, & Garrison-Wade). However, in a study reported in The
Alberta Journal of Educational Research, “Six of the eight principals readily conceded that
their expertise in special education was limited due to the enormous amount of knowledge
and skill required to lead responsibly in special education” (Zaretsky, Moreau, & Faircloth,
Summer 2008, p. 173). Principals feel unprepared for the challenges to lead special
education programs and the lack of professional development opportunities available in the
contents of NCLB and IDEA prevents them from leading effective programs (DiPaola,
2003) (Cooner, Tochterman, & Garrison-Wade) (Cooner, Tochterman, & Garrison-Wade).
Students with disabilities are not fully addressed when school improvement plans are
developed. “…(P)rincipals rarely have adequate understanding of how to plan, coordinate,
and deliver services to meet the needs of students with disabilities” (DiPaola, 2003, p. 14).
However, even with the limited knowledge of special education programs amongst
school leaders, there is evidence of effective leadership and support within these schools.
In 2004, the Donahue Institute at the University of Massachusetts conducted a study
identifying 11 practices of urban schools that supported success with students in special
education (Huberman & Parish, 2011, p.9). The 11 practices were:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

An emphasis on curriculum alignment with curriculum frameworks
Effective systems to support curriculum alignment
Emphasis on inclusion and access to the curriculum
Culture and practices that support high standards and student
achievement.
A well-disciplined academic and social environment
Use of student assessment data to inform decision-making
Unified practice supported key initiatives
Access to resources to support key initiatives
Effective staff recruitment, retention, and deployment
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10. Flexible leaders and staff that work effectively in dynamic
environments
11. Effective Leadership
(UMass Donahue Institute, 2004) (Quenemoen, 2007)
With numerous researchers identifying a variety of responsibilities for school leaders to be
effective in improving programs in schools with students with disabilities (Frost &
Kersten, April–June 2011), McLaughlin summarizes into three characteristics:
School administrators need to have knowledge of federal and state
special education rules as well as an understanding of instructional
strategies and techniques utilized by special educators to ensure
student achievement, …create a school-wide culture that accepts and
integrates all students and identifies special education services and
supports that provide students access to general
curriculum,…(f)inally,…ensure that students receiving special
education services participate in state and local assessments and that
data are utilized in the school improvement process.
(Frost & Kersten, April–June 2011, p. 5)
Other researchers agree, the role of school administrators directly affects the ability of
students with disabilities to achieve and therefore is a key element in exiting program
improvement (Hoppey & McLesky, 2013).
Access to General Education Curriculum
Since the implementation of Common Core State Standards (CCSS) in 2010,
providing access to general education curriculum has become a priority in teaching
students with disabilities. The Common Core State Standards website provides information
regarding the importance of providing access to students with disabilities:
Students with disabilities…must be challenged to excel within the
general curriculum and be prepared for success in their post-school
lives, including college and/or careers. These common standards
provide an historic opportunity to improve access to rigorous
academic content for students with disabilities. The continued
development of understanding about researched-based instructional
practices and a focus on their effective implementation will help
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improve access to mathematics and English language arts (ELA)
standards for all students, including those with disabilities.
(Common Core Standards Initiative, 2014)
With the requirements of Program Improvement placed on schools with students
with disabilities, the implementation of Common Core State Standards and a new
assessment system in California, California Assessment of Student Performance and
Progress (CAASPP) (Ed-Data, 2014), schools are expanding ways to allow access to the
general education curriculum for students with disabilities (Huberman & Parrish, 2011)
(Jimenez & Victoria, 2007). Educators have multiple ways of providing access to general
education curriculum. The California Department of Education, on its website, provides
resources for teachers regarding the accessibility of the Common Core State Standards and
its availability for students with disabilities (California Department of Education, 2014).
The resources provide for all levels of disabilities ranging from mild to severe. They
address both instructional and inclusionary practices, such as: Universal Design for
Learning, Differentiated Instruction, Formative Assessment, and Collaboration/CoTeaching, and Cooperative Learning (Idol, March/April 2006) (Frietag, 1996) (Rose,
Meyer, & Gordon, Winter–Spring 2014), as well as Response to Intervention (RtI)
(Bradley, Danielson, & Doolittle) (California Department of Education, 2014). Other
sources discuss the various ways to allow students with disabilities to be included in the
general education classroom setting, such as Inclusion, Mainstreaming, Resource or PullOut (Lerner&Johns, 2009) (Zigmond, 2003), Push-In and Self-Contained or Separate
classroom instruction (Idol, March/April 2006). Technology has also been identified as a
proven technique to allow greater access to curriculum by students with disabilities
(Wehmeyer, Fall 2004) (Rose, Meyer, & Gordon, Winter–Spring 2014). These
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instructional and inclusionary methods have been identified as ways to increase access to
general education and help close the achievement gap for students with disabilities
(Jimenez & Victoria, Fall 2007)(Hallahan, Kauffman, & Pullen, 2009).
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Instructional Methods
Universal Design for Learning
Universal Design for Learning (UDL) is based on the basic principles of Universal
Design. Universal Design was a concept developed in architecture that referred to
“…simplifying life for everyone by making products, communication systems, and the
‘built environment’ more usable by more people…” (Jimenez & Victoria, Fall 2007, p.
44). According to the U.S. Department of Labor, Universal Design is “…a strategy for
making products, environments, operational systems, and services welcoming and usable
to the most diverse range of people possible” (United States Department of Labor, 2014).
Therefore in the application of UDL “…serves the general purpose of making learning
accessible to more students in inclusionary programs” (Hallahan, Kauffman, & Pullen,
2009, p. 51). The concept addresses an expectation of higher standards for all students
(Research Agenda Task Force, 2002, p. 5).
The UDL term was developed by David Rose, Anne Meyer, and colleagues at the
Center of Applied Special Technology (CAST) (Edyburn, Winter 2010) (Hitchcock,
Meyer, Rose, & Jackson, 2002). There are three basic concepts of UDL 1) Multiple means
of representation, 2) Multiple means of expression, and 3) Multiple means of engagement
(Snell & Brown, 2006, p. 493) (Jimenez & Victoria, Fall 2007). When utilizing UDL,
Teachers are expected to modify curriculum using differentiated materials, varied forms of
communication and wider- range of engagement techniques so that more students have
access to general education curriculum (Hallahan, Kauffman, & Pullen, 2009). “According
to the National Center on Universal Design for Learning, UDL emphasizes that an
effective goal must be flexible enough to allow learners multiple ways to successfully meet
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it” (McLaughlin, September/October 2012, p. 23). Hence, the academic accommodations
are accessible by all students and can be utilized in a general education setting (Snell &
Brown, 2006).
Jimenez and Victoria state the UDL approach is beneficial to all students.
“Grounded in research of learner differences…UDL provides a
framework for creating more robust learning opportunities for
everyone…teachers design their instruction to meet the needs of a
diverse group of learners rather than making ongoing adjustments
for individual students with special needs…(therefore)
…(h)ighlighting the importance of UDL as a fundamental
instructional approach has the potential to benefit students and
teachers in both general and special education classrooms”.
(Jimenez & Victoria, Fall 2007, p. 42)
With the implementation of CCSS and the need for students with disabilities to
have access to the general education curriculum, which is required by IDEA and NCLB,
UDL is a method of instruction that can be used for all students to provide accessibility
and understanding of content standards that allow for flexibility in the learning process
(Common Core Standards Initiative, 2014) (Snell & Brown, 2006) (Broderick, MehtaParekh, & Reid, n.d.). “Students with disabilities…and teachers need flexibility in the way
learners are motivated and engaged…(and)…how standards-based content is presented… ”
(Rose, Meyer, & Gordon, Winter–Spring 2014, p. 5). “Universal Design does not lower the
standards but offers ways to access the standards” (Snell & Brown, p. 493).
Differentiated Instruction
Differentiated Instruction (DI) is a method that can be utilized in a general
education classroom to offer different approaches for different learning needs. It provides
for the instruction of students with disabilities in a general education setting (Hallahan,
Kauffman, & Pullen, 2009). “Differentiated Instruction is a process where educators vary
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the learning activities, content demands, modes of assessment, and the classroom
environment to meet the needs…of each child” (Thousand, Villa, & Nevin, 2007, p. 9). “It
enables the successful inclusion of all students, including the disabled, in generaleducation classrooms” (Broderick, Mehta-Parekh, & Reid, n.d., p. 194). According to
Broderick, et al., DI is not a method of instruction, it is a way of “doing business” in the
classroom, with the belief that all students can learn (Broderick, Mehta-Parekh, & Reid,
n.d.).
Disabled students, often perceived as less competent, are frequently
taught with teacher-controlled, technique-driven methods that
induce the very inattentiveness, memory difficulties, low
motivation, and behavioral disruptions that we assign as
characteristics of the students disabilities. Such methods also teach
them to be passive learners. Educators often express the mistaken
belief that a student who has not mastered basic skills cannot engage
in higher-order thinking. However, all students should be supported
and encouraged to engage in critical thinking and problem solving.
Instruction simply needs to meet struggling learners at the point of
their current achievement and systematically escalate their learning.
(Broderick, Mehta-Parekh, & Reid, n.d.,p. 198)
To offer quality DI, the teacher must be aware of the learning needs of all students,
especially students with disabilities. “Differentiated instruction acknowledges the fact that
not all students are alike and therefore do not learn the same. It is an approach to teaching
that advocates active planning to respond to individual students differences in
classrooms…” (Obiakor, Harris, Mutua, Rotatori, & Algozzine, 2012, p. 484) yet, the
ability for a teacher to differ instruction for all students is questionable. How DI is to be
executed is under controversy. More students are being placed in classrooms and therefore
the diversity in learning styles is increasing (Hallahan, Kauffman, & Pullen, 2009). Yet,
“Good instruction is good instruction… (and)…(d)isabled students benefit from good
instruction, just as all students do” (Broderick, Mehta-Parekh, & Reid, n.d., p. 200).
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Differentiated Instruction can be utilized in conjunction with UDL (Hallahan,
Kauffman, & Pullen, 2009). UDL creates the differentiated learning environments that
lessen the need to modify during teaching. UDL provides the platform for DI to take place
(Thousand, Villa, & Nevin, 2007).
Universal Design for Learning (UDL) and Differentiated Instruction
(DI) provide frameworks for designing curricula that enable ALL
individuals to gain knowledge, skills, and enthusiasm for learning.
UDL principles assist teachers in designing instruction for a diverse
group of students, while DI principles allow them to address special
skills and challenges for individual students. (Dunn & Inglis)
Therefore, UDL and DI together allow full access to the general education curriculum
while allowing the varying abilities of students with disabilities to be recognized and
addressed while maintaining high expectations for all students (Dunn & Inglis).
Formative Assessment
A major aspect of NCLB is the assessment of all students. The reporting of student
achievement using state-developed formal summative assessments is the main focus of
NCLB to show that schools are performing as expected (Ravitch, 2010) (Yell,
Katsiyannas, & Shiner, 2006).

Since the implementation of NCLB…” assessment has become a
major policy lever for improving education through comparisons
among schools against standards (assessment’s summative function).
It has also become an instrument for improving classroom teaching
and learning (assessment’s formative function). Indeed, assessment,
especially assessment for improving learning, has increasingly been
viewed as an integral part of, no longer separate from, teaching.
When the formative and summative functions of assessment are
aligned so that the signals about what counts as achievement are
consistent to educators, students, parents, and the public, assessment
is expected to improve student learning.”
(Shavelson, et al., 2008, p.295-296)
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Formative assessment can be utilized to guide a teacher and student when
developing lessons and understanding the needs of the student when learning a concept
Formative assessment allows the teachers to gain feedback from the student and then
include that information to improve the learning of the student. “Feedback designed to
improve learning is more effective when it is focused on the task and provides the student
with suggestions, hints, or cues, rather than offered in the form of praise or comments
about performance” (Heritage, 2010a, p. 5).
Formative assessment is no longer a way to test students but is an instructional
practice that allows for the teacher and student to interact in an ongoing discussion to fill
the gap between what is taught and what needs to be learned. When combined formal and
summative assessment allow student achievement to improve.
However there continues to be a misunderstanding regarding Formative
Assessment. Many teachers misuse Formative Assessment as an intermediate testing
measure, and not as an instructional practice.
The core problem lies in the false, but nonetheless widespread,
assumption that formative assessment is a particular kind of
measurement instrument, rather than a process that is fundamental
and indigenous to the practice of teaching and learning. This
distinction is critical, not only for understanding how formative
assessment functions, but also for realizing its promise for our
students and our society.
(Heritage, 2010, p. 1)
Black and William in 1998 stated that “…assessment encompasses teacher observation,
classroom discussion, and analysis of student work, including homework and tests.
Assessments then become formative when the information is used to adapt teaching and
learning to meet student needs” (Boston, 2010, p. 2). Therefore, formative assessments can
be implemented as an instructional practice with both general and special education
75

students as a way to evaluate the student’s progress toward gaining understanding of the
academic concepts presented. The teacher can use the information to reteach, try
alternative approaches or offer more time for practice so the student can succeed (Boston,
2010b).
Co-Teaching/Cooperative Teaching
Co-Teaching, or Cooperative teaching, has become an instructional method
implemented to provide access to the general education curriculum for students with
disabilities (Lerner & Johns, 2009) (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2007). Co-Teaching, or
cooperative teaching has been defined as “…a restructuring of teaching procedures in
which two or more educators possessing distinct sets of skills work in a coactive and
coordinated fashion to jointly teach academically and behaviorally heterogeneous groups
of students in integrated settings” (Meese, 2001, p.77). Co-teaching has been referred to as
cooperative teaching, collaborative teaching, collaborative instruction or team teaching
(Research Agenda Task Force, 2002). Co-teaching has many different formats.
Table 5 - Cooperative Teaching Styles
Type:
One teaches, one supports
Station supportive teaching
Parallel teaching
Alternative teaching
Team teaching

Description:
One group: one lead teacher, one
supportive teacher
Two groups: each teacher teaches
one groups
Two groups, two teachers: each
teaching one-half of the class
Two groups: one small, one large
Both teachers share leadership in
teaching the group

(Meese, 2001, p. 139) (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2007, pp. 392–393) (Obiakor, Harris,
Mutua, Rotatori, & Algozzine, 2012, p. 483)
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Regardless of the presentation, co-teaching is “…two or more professionals
delivering substantive instruction to a diverse, or blended group of students in a single
physical place” (Hallahan, Kauffman, & Pullen, 2009, p. 63). This is most commonly
represented by two teachers, one general education and one special education, in an
inclusive classroom with general education students and special education students. The
teachers are working together to provide instruction in a general education classroom
(Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2007). They work together, planning and collaborating, to
develop lessons for the classroom (Meese, 2001). “When teachers collaborate, they share
experiences and knowledge that can promote learning for instructional improvement”
(Goddard & Goddard, 2007, p.892). Although research has shown that co-teaching can be
a positive experience for both teachers, (Meese, 2001) there is evidence that teachers’
responsibilities are divided by area of expertise. “…(T)he special education teacher
typically was responsible for modifying instruction, behavior management, and monitoring
student progress; whereas the general education teacher was responsible for the content of
instruction” (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2007, p. 393).
For co-teaching to be beneficial for students, many issues must be addressed for it
to be successful. Important components include the general education teacher's attitude,
sufficient planning time, voluntary participation, mutual respect, administrative support,
staff development opportunities, and a shared philosophy of instruction and behavior
management (Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2007)(Meese, 2001)(Lerner & Johns, 2009).
However, even if these issues can be overcome and a successful partnership can be
developed, the research is mixed on whether Co-teaching is beneficial in providing
significant educational outcomes for students with disabilities (Meese, 2001). Socially,
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students with disabilities have benefited from the social interaction with their general
education peers and students have responded that they receive more attention (Scruggs &
Mastropieri, 2007). One study, conducted in one urban school in the Midwest, concluded
that data “…offers original evidence of a positive and statistically significant relationship
between teacher collaboration and student achievement” (Goddard & Goddard, p. 891).
Although Co-teaching is a researched-based approach for providing access to students with
disabilities, there is not a substantial body of research to support that co-teaching can
improve students with disabilities for academic achievement.
Cooperative Learning
Cooperative Learning has been an instructional method since the late 1980’s.
Robert Slavin, wrote in 1988, when he was Director, Elementary School Program, Center
of Research for Elementary and Middle Schools at John Hopkins University, “Cooperative
learning methods have been offered as an alternative to ability grouping, special programs
for the gifted, Chapter 1 pull-outs, and special education” (Slavin, 1988, p. 31). With the
requirements of NCLB for students with disabilities to have access to general education
curriculum, many educators are returning to cooperative learning as a means for including
students with disabilities in the general education classroom. “Within special education
circles, co-operative learning is one of the most frequently recommended strategies for
effecting the inclusion of students with disabilities in regular education” (Murphy & Grey,
2005, p. 157). Cooperative learning is defined as having a heterogeneous group of
students, with and without disabilities, working together on a project in a general education
classroom (Hallahan, Kauffman, & Pullen, 2009).
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The concept of imploring cooperative learning is to “…improve the academic
achievement and social acceptance of students with mild disabilities, as well as other
students with low achievement in inclusive classrooms…” (Meese, 2001, p. 57). With
cooperative learning, students work together, in teams, to help each other learn and achieve
(Meese, 2001) (Hallahan, Kauffman, & Pullen, 2009). Yet, “…merely placing students
with disabilities into groups with their peers does not ensure that they will interact in
socially appropriate and instructionally beneficial ways. However, if the essential
components of co-operative learning are implemented, successful interaction is more
likely” (Murphy & Grey, 2005, p. 157) (Meese, 2001, p. 221).
There is evidence that explains four different approaches to cooperative learning.
None of them have proven to be more successful in the inclusion of students with
disabilities, but each has a different form of participation and includes small groups to help
each other master academic material (Murphy & Grey, 2005) (Meese, 2001).
Table 6 – Cooperative Learning Models
Name:

Description:

Authors:

Conceptual
Approach

Not tied to any specific curriculum; group is
goal-oriented

Johnson and
Johnson

Structural Approach

Uses the acronym PIES:

Kagan

Positive interdependence, Individual
accountability, Equal participation and
Simultaneous interaction.
Student Team
Learning Method

Creating a number of teams who then compete
against each other.

Slavin

Curricular Approach

Curriculum-specific co-operative approaches to
support instruction in the classroom.

Slavin and
colleagues

(Meese, 2001)
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Cooperative learning is not suitable for all students with disabilities. Students with
behavior issues or more severe learning disabilities can affect the success of the group.
Cooperative learning requires equal participation of all members to succeed (Meese, 2001).
Peer-tutoring
Peer-tutoring, however, has been successful in allowing students with and without
disabilities to engage in academic activities within the general education classroom
(Hallahan, Kauffman, & Pullen, 2009). Peer-tutoring can take many forms, with same-age
tutoring, cross-age tutoring, students with and without disabilities tutoring each other, as
well as students with varying degrees of disabilities tutoring each other. Peer-tutoring has
proven to be effective in increasing student achievement; even students with disabilities
have improved reading skills when participating (Meese, 2001). “Peer-tutoring activities,
when carefully structured and supervised by teachers, can be an effective technique for
increasing the academic learning time of students in both regular and special education
classrooms” (Meese, p. 236). Peer-tutoring allows for students in both general and special
education classes to work together, and allows students with disabilities a more inclusive
environment.
Technology
When IDEA was reauthorized in 2004, it specifically stated that “…each public
agency must ensure that AT (Assistive Technology) devices and/or services are
available…and must consider whether the child requires AT items and services (Section
300.105) (Lee & Templeton, 2008, p. 213). In a classroom setting, the education
professionals, or IEP team, must identify the needs of the student and then provide the AT
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item at no cost (Parette, Fall 2004). These AT items are intended for the functional use of
the student to provide greater access to school, home, and community (Lee & Templeton).
“A large body of literature indicates how certain types of AT devices have been effective
in improving and/or maintaining learning, communication, interaction, and daily living of
students…(r)egardless of severity of disability…” (Lee & Templeton, p. 214) and
identifying the correct match of AT devices is crucial in allowing fuller access to the
general education curriculum for students with specific intellectual and/or physical
disabilities. “Educators involved in making assistive technology decisions need to
carefully consider a range of factors when making decisions, such as the tasks for which
the students will be using the assistive technology, the context in which the assistive
technology is to be used, the individual and the actual device” (Bouck, 2010, p. 96).
Assistive Technology becomes a useless tool if it is not appropriate for the needs of the
student. Proper selection and implementation is necessary for the AT device to be useful.
The AT devices are utilized by a single student to allow greater access, as well as
providing the ability to participate in his/her educational program more successfully. This
technology can provide “…greater independence in activities of daily living, control over
one’s environment, and enhanced community integration” (Wehmeyer, Fall 2004, p. 14).
Yet, there is a debate regarding what is considered Assistive Technology. AT is defined in
IDEA 2004 as “…any item, piece of equipment, or product system, whether acquired
commercially off the shelf, modified, or customized, that is used to increase, maintain, or
improve functional capabilities of a child with a disability…” (Bouck, 2010, p. 93). As
technology becomes more common in classroom settings, AT devices, and other
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technological tools, become understated or underused for their specific purpose in
providing access to curriculum (Bouck, 2010).
However, AT devices are not the only forms of technology that can be utilized
when teaching students with disabilities. “…(C)omputer assisted instruction (CAI) has
become more prevalent in schools…” (Wehmeyer, Fall 2004, p. 14), with the majority of
programs concentrating on math and spelling (Wehmeyer, Fall 2004). Students with
intellectual disabilities need to be provided with technology that is familiar and easy to
navigate, especially if they are expected to navigate academic-based curriculum. These
familiar technology tools can be “…Wii, PlayStation, Xbox, IPhone, cell phones game
systems, smart boards and tables, and IPads” (Wilson, et al., 2011). Although as familiar as
these technology tools are for students with disabilities, there is minimal research that
provides the best teaching techniques to use when introducing the items (Wilson, et al.).
For classroom instruction, there are a few universal technology tools that can be
used to include all students, especially students with disabilities. SMART Board
technologies, tablets and Ipads are some of the universal devices to allow all students
greater access to general education curriculum (Dunn & Inglis). Technology makes
accessing curriculum possible for students with disabilities. “It is perceived as a means of
providing access and opportunity, promoting independence, and encouraging
empowerment” (Bouck, 2010, p. 92).
However, a negative attitude toward technology for students with disabilities
continues to hinder the full acceptance of these devices. Some educators believe that
students with disabilities are given an unfair advantage over other students when accessing
assistive technology. It has been stated that the devices are lessening students’ abilities to
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gain or substitute a skill. The devices are not viewed as a way to access curriculum but as a
replacement tool for instruction (Bouck, 2010).
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Inclusionary Practices
Students with disabilities gained momentum toward inclusion when Congress
passed the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975. In this act, it stated:
...to the maximum extent appropriate, handicapped
children…are educated with children who are not
handicapped and that…removal of handicapped children
from the regular educational environment occurs only when
the nature or severity of that handicap is such that education
in regular classes with the use of supplemental aids and
services cannot be achieved.
(Zigmond, 2003g, p. 193)
The drive toward inclusion continued with numerous court cases arguing for Least
Restrictive Environment and access to general education curriculum for the next two
decades (Zigmond, 2003). And, although inclusion is associated with access to curriculum,
more ethical arguments have been made that the benefits are more social in nature
(Hallahan, Kauffman, & Pullen, 2009). These are “…minimizing the stigma associated
with segregated programming; creating caring supportive school communities…and
allowing students with disabilities to form and maintain meaningful, interactive
relationships with peers…” (Browder, 2001, p. 337). Inclusion has been praised as the
solution to giving students with disabilities access to the general education curriculum, and
data that indicates inclusion in general education is a significant factor in the improving
academic success for students with disabilities. However, “(t)here is no compelling
evidence that placement rather than instruction is the critical factor in student academic or
social success” (Hocutt, 1996, p.79). “The setting itself is less important than what is going
on in the setting” (Zigmond, 2003h, p. 198).
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Providing access to the general education curriculum has been stated as a main
factor in turning around schools and exiting program improvement. In a study completed
by California Comprehensive Center at WestED (Huberman & Parish, 2011) which looked
at four school districts that showed significant gains in the subgroup of students with
disabilities, each one cited inclusion and providing access to the core curriculum as well as
collaboration between the general education and special education teachers as main factors
for exiting Program Improvement (Huberman & Parish). Within the study, the inclusion
takes on many different forms, however, this single factor can allow for gains in
achievement scores for students with disabilities according to WestED (Huberman &
Parish).
There is minimal research that prefers one form of inclusion over another. Schools
and districts across the country, in response to NCLB, have implemented a variety of
programs to address the requirement of access for students with disabilities; however, there
does not seem to be a specific academic program that delivers achievement consistently
(Simon & Black, 2011). In the state of Florida, 35 schools were reviewed for their progress
in achievement for students with disabilities. All 35 had implemented some form of
inclusion of students with disabilities into the general education school program, although
all schools made some gains in their students with disabilities subgroup, there was no
evidence to support one form of inclusion provided better achievement gains in students
than another (Simon & Black, 2011). Regardless of which model is implemented, Browder
(2001) claims there are three themes of each one that contribute to its success.
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“First, it is imperative for the school administration to support the
movement of students with disabilities into general education
classrooms…Second…collaboration is a frequently noted aspect of
successful inclusion. Finally, inclusion needs to be viewed as a
process rather than an outcome.”
(Browder, 2001, p. 338)

K.S. Furney and colleagues discovered that demonstration of strong leadership, a
shared vision, support of collaborative actions, encouraged professional development, datadriving decisions and an understanding of how to implement positive school change
resulted in highly developed school inclusion programs (Hoppey & McLesky, 2013).
These actions by principals result in a school climate that provides support for students
with disabilities. Even with the diversity of successful inclusion programs, students with
disabilities can make gains in this subgroup, and contribute to schools exiting program
improvement.
Least Restrictive Environment
“IDEA requires schools to educate students with disabilities in the Least Restrictive
Environment (LRE)” (Lipscomb, 2009, p. 9). The LRE provision states, “‘…to the
maximum extent appropriate, children with disabilities…are educated with children who
are nondisabled”’ (Snell & Brown, 2006, p. 7)(Obiakor, Harris, Mutua, Rotatori, &
Algozzine, 2012, p. 479). The law continues to state that “…special classes, separate
schooling, or other removal of children with disabilities from regular educational
environment occurs only if the nature or severity of the disability is such that education in
regular classes…cannot be achieved satisfactorily”’ (Snell & Brown, p. 7)(Obiakor, Harris,
Mutua, Rotatori, & Algozzine, p. 479). In other words, this provision maintains that
students with disabilities must be educated in an environment that is closest to a general
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education classroom as allowed by their disability, as well as having access to the general
education curriculum (Festus, 2012)(Lerner & Johns, 2009). Although, physical
environment is mostly considered when discussing LRE, social and emotional restriction
should be considered as well. Least restrictive is not only about location, it is also about
what is taught and how it is presented (Hallahan, Kauffman, & Pullen, 2009). LRE is about
providing access to the general education curriculum, and there are many ways for
allowing access to students with disabilities that is best for all students. Inclusion, for
students with disabilities, can be provided in different ways, depending on what is best for
the student, academically, socially and emotionally (Hallahan, Kauffman, & Pullen, 2009).
Access can differ from district to district or state to state.
In many schools, there are different and …restrictive placement
options for students with disabilities including inclusion, where
students participate fully in the general education curriculum and
receive special education services as needed with their peers without
disabilities; Resource where students are pulled out and provided
service outside of the general education environment, usually in the
special education classroom; self-contained where students remain
in and receive services in a special education classroom for the
majority of the day; an alternative where students receive services
outside the general public school.
(Festus, 2012, pp. 479-480)
The level of access for students with disabilities ranges from full inclusion in a
general education classroom, to complete separation in a different classroom (Festus,
2012). With each arrangement, studies show success and failure for schools exiting or
trying to exit Program Improvement, or making substantial gains, with a subgroup of
students with disabilities, when accessing the general education curriculum (McLaughlin,
2009).
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FIGURE 4 – Continuum of Placement for providing

Full Inclusion
“Inclusion is when students with disabilities receive their entire academic
curriculum in the general education program” (Idol, March/April 2006, p. 78). Although
this has been interpreted in different ways, (Hallahan, Kauffman, & Pullen, 2009), most
include the following elements:
•
•
•

All students with disabilities-regardless of the type or severity of
disability-attend only general education classes. No separate
special education classes.
All students with disabilities attend their neighborhood schools.
General education, not special education, assumes primary
responsibility for all students with disabilities.
(Hallahan, Kauffman, & Pullen, 2009, p. 54)

Therefore, inclusion is when “…students with disabilities attend the same schools as their
neighbors and peers without disabilities where they are provided all support needed to
achieve full access to the same curriculum” (Obiakor, Harris, Mutua, Rotatori, &
Algozzine, 2012, p. 478). For Full Inclusion, the starting point of a student’s placement is
within the general education classroom, with appropriate supports (Lerner & Johns, 2009).
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Services are then provided in or out of the classroom. The general education classroom is
considered the least restrictive environment for students with disabilities with placement in
general education with same-age peers (Lerner & Johns, 2009).
There are arguments for and against Full Inclusion for students with disabilities.
Many proponents of Full Inclusion cite social, or ethical, reasons for the integration.
“…(E)ven if well controlled research shows that separate programs lead to better academic
and social outcomes than do full-inclusion programs, these advocates would still favor full
inclusion on ethical grounds” (Hallahan, Kauffman, & Pullen, 2009, p. 56). The advocates
feel access can only be achieved with full inclusion, however, ignoring the evidence that
students with disabilities also need to associate with similar students (Hallahan, Kauffman,
& Pullen, 2009). Yet, evidence also supports those students with disabilities need intensive
individualized instruction to make academic gains (Zigmond, 2003). Therefore there is no
definitive conclusion on the effects of full inclusion on student achievement.
Mainstreaming
This is a method used by Special Education teachers to integrate students with
disabilities into the general education classroom that require minimal support from the
special education teacher. If support is required, a paraprofessional may be assigned to
assist the student in the general education classroom (Sailor, 2002). The students can be
placed in a general education class for a single subject or part of the day. Slowly, in a
general education classroom, time would increase as the student is able to acclimate to the
general education classroom environment (Lerner & Johns, 2009). The primary placement
for students with severe disabilities is a special class or school (Sailor, 2002) (Lerner &
Johns, 2009. The focus of mainstreaming is on the amount of time a student with
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disabilities spends in the general education classroom. The amount spent participating in
general education program is specifically stated in the IEP (Sailor, 2002).
“Mainstreaming eventually came to be considered a failed practice, accepted by
neither general educators nor special educators” (Research Agenda Task Force, 2002, p. 5).
The lack of teacher collaboration between the general and special education teachers
contributed to the failure (Sailor, 2002).
Integration
A more restrictive program associated with Mainstreaming is Integration. This is a
term developed in the 80’s that described how students with severe disabilities would be
included in general education activities. Proximity to the general education classes was the
focus of Integration. Students with severe disabilities would participate in recess and lunch
with the general education peers, however, placement in the general education classroom
for any academic purpose was not considered (Sailor, 2002). There is insignificant research
to support the benefits of Integration for students with disabilities.
Pull-out/Resource
“A resource room is an educational setting that provides educational services to
students with disabilities on a regularly scheduled basis for part of the day” (Lerner &
Johns, 2009, p. 132). Students are pulled-out of the general education class room to receive
services in specific curriculum, which is flexible in modification and delivery (Lerner &
Johns, 2009)(Obiakor, Harris, Mutua, Rotatori, & Algozzine, 2012). There is conflicting
research on the benefits of Pull-out/Resource classrooms for students with disabilities.
Over the past three decades, different researchers have concluded different opinions. In
1978, a narrative review of 17 studies was completed by Sindelar and Deno that reported
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students had academic success when taught in a Resource classroom, however, 10 years
later, multiple researchers refuted these studies and declared that inclusion in a general
education classroom offered more academic success than a pull-out program (Zigmond,
2003). When student achievement in full-inclusion programs was compared to that of
student academic achievement in pull-out programs, the students in more inclusive settings
earned higher grades and had increased achievement. “Results showed that compared to
students in the more traditional schools with pull-out programs, students served in
inclusive schools earned higher grades, (and) achieved higher or comparable scores on
standardized tests…” (Zigmond, 2003, 195). In 1996, Hocutt concluded that “…various
program models, implemented in both general and special education, can have moderately
positive academic and social impacts for students with disabilities” (Zigmond, 2003b, p.
195) Therefore, there is inconclusive evidence that supports pull-out/resource rooms as
appropriate placement for student success. The research on pull-out programs has been
limited in recent years, yet it does not seem to support the benefits of students with
disabilities achieving when participating in a pull-out program (Hallahan, Kauffman, &
Pullen, 2009)(Zigmond, 2003).
Self-contained/Special Day Class (SDC)
Students with disabilities separated from the general education classroom for more
than 60% of their day are in a self-contained, or separate class (Lerner & Johns, 2009, p.
132). This has historically been the original placement for students with disabilities. A
separate classroom allows for more individualized instruction in a small group setting. This
classroom setting can be beneficial to students with more severe learning and behavioral
disabilities (Lerner & Johns, 2009).
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Teacher Efficacy and Special Education practices
Regardless of which practices teachers implement or where students are taught, a
teacher’s belief in his or her capabilities, or efficacy, will affect the achievement of the
student (Paneque & Barbetta, Spring 2006)(Tschannen-Moran & Anita Woolfolk Hoy,
2001). “Teacher efficacy is the teacher’s belief in his or her capability to organize and
execute courses of action to successfully accomplish specific instructional tasks or
…student performance” (Paneque & Barbetta, Spring 2006, p. 171). Teachers with high
efficacy, or a strong belief in their own, and their students’ capabilities, are more willing to
engage in different teaching strategies to improve student learning (Tschannen-Moran &
Woolfolk Hoy). Teachers with high efficacy are more likely to “…take responsibility for
students with special learning needs, to manage classroom problems and to keep students
on task” (Caprara, Barbarabelli, Steca, & Malone, p. 474). They are willing to take on new
challenges and new instructional methods.
In contrast, teachers with low efficacy tend to be more critical of and less likely to
work with struggling students, especially students with special needs (Tschannen-Moran &
Woolfolk Hoy). They are less likely to engage in different teaching methods and are less
persistent when things do not go smoothly. Their resilience is influenced by their low
efficacy and are less likely to overcome setbacks (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy).
Teachers with low efficacy feel they have little influence on student achievement and that
students will not learn due to extenuating circumstances (Paneque & Barbetta, Spring
2006, p. 171). When studying the effects of instructional and inclusionary practices on
students with disabilities, “…the theory of teacher efficacy is particularly relevant because
of the special needs of (students) with disabilities and the demands placed on their teachers
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to help these students achieve academic success” (Paneque & Barbetta, Spring 2006, p.
171).
Conclusions
The No Child Left Behind Act of 2002 has had an incredible impact on public school
education over the past decade. Although praised, by some, for its attempt at implementing
high achievement standards and accountability policies for students, it has also caused schools
to be labeled failing for not achieving specific academic benchmarks. Schools with students
with disabilities are at a greater disadvantage due to the expectation of these students to
achieve at the same rate, or greater, as their general education peers. Schools that fail are
identified as Program Improvement schools, with punitive repercussions if they are not able to
achieve. However, some schools, with students with disabilities, have been able to show
progress and exit Program Improvement. Based on research presented, common elements of
success for these schools were effective and supportive leadership; providing students with
disabilities access to general education curriculum; and providing an inclusive school
environment. The reports did not provide specific data on how these were implemented and
this study will seek to determine how leadership affected the implementation of specific
instructional methods that allowed for access to general education curriculum and which
inclusionary practices were implemented and supported. The ability to analyze how schools,
with students with disabilities, exited Program Improvement using specific instructional
methods and/or inclusionary practices will be the focus of this study.
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Chapter III: Methodology
Overview
Public schools must strive to provide a quality education for all students; this
includes students with disabilities. However many schools fail to meet minimum
requirements that show their students are academically proficient (Wenkart, 2002,).
Students with disabilities are not fully addressed when school improvement plans are
developed, yet providing access to a quality education that offers success as future citizens
is critical to our society’s development (DiPaola, 2003).
From the 1960’s through 2000’s, a series of laws were enacted to improve the
quality of education for all students, including students with disabilities. In 1965, Lyndon
B. Johnson signed into law the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, which provided
federal funding for primary education in public schools. At the time, many special
education advocates saw this as a way to expand education to students with disabilities.
Using the Supreme Court case of 1954, Brown v. Board of Education, as a catalyst for
equality, these advocates pushed for less segregation and more integration of all students
(Winzer, 2006).
In 1975, a federal law passed that had a monumental effect on the education of
students with disabilities, PL 94–142, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act
(EAHCA). This law guaranteed free and appropriate education for all students, including
those students with disabilities. The law stated that students with disabilities need to be
taught in the least restrictive environment. Yet, least restrictive environment did not mean
same environment or same curriculum. However, in 1997, “…the EAHCA was
reauthorized as the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), which stated that
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students with disabilities should have access to the general education curriculum”
(Donavan, 2011). With this reauthorization, a new standard of academic achievement was
required for students with disabilities.
The reauthorization came on the heels of new California State Content Standards
and the requirement that all students be assessed every year, with each school district
reporting student achievement, by school ranking, using API (Academic Performance
Index). Schools were also required to monitor student progress through the administration
of California Standards Tests (CST). Therefore, when No Child Left Behind (NCLB) was
signed into law in 2002, it was considered the next major boost to special education. This
law included language a federally mandate for states to adopt a state accountability system
that addressed academic standards, assessment and accountability measures. NCLB stated
that all students, including students with disabilities, were required to be included in the
assessment and accountability. States were required to develop their own accountability
system that would be the same for all students, and “…it must include sanctions and
rewards to hold local educational agencies accountable for student achievement and for
ensuring adequate yearly progress” (Schools Legal Service, p. i).
NCLB required “…all districts and schools receiving Title 1 funds to meet
‘adequate yearly progress’ (AYP) goals for their total student populations and for specified
demographic subgroups, including major ethnic/racial groups, economically disadvantaged
students, limited English proficient (LEP) students and students with disabilities” (“No
child left behind (NCLB) requirements for schools,” 2013). NCLB stated by June 30,
2014, all students must meet proficiency in all assessed areas for the school to achieve
progress in the annual report. This included all subgroups. If any subgroup did not meet its
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AYP, then the whole school was deemed “needs improvement” and placed on a plan for
improvement.
Table 8– Title I PI Schools

(Edsource, 2014)
Research has shown that few schools in California, with a subgroup of students
with disabilities, are able to exit Program Improvement (Huberman & Pullman, 2011).
More information is needed to determine what practices work best for this subgroup to
improve student learning and exit Program Improvement. This chapter presents and
describes the methods and procedures that were used to conduct this study. This chapter
includes the purpose of the study, research questions, research design, a description of the
population, a clarification how the sample was chosen, an explanation of the development
of the instrument, a description of the data collection procedures and statistical analysis,
and the limitations of the study.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this mixed methods study was to identify which instructional
strategies and inclusionary practices Special Education teachers implemented when
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teaching students with disabilities. The study was to determine if these strategies/practices
contributed to the subgroup of students with disabilities reaching Safe Harbor, AYP criteria
or allowing the school to exit Program Improvement. The study was to also identify if
there was a difference between leadership support of schools that did or did or not
implement these practices.
Schools were chosen from four Southern California counties, San Diego, San
Bernardino, Orange and Riverside, and identified as Title 1 schools with a significant
subgroup of students with disabilities in 2012-2013 school year. The schools were either
identified as being in Program Improvement or having exited Program Improvement in
2012-2013; had or had not met AYP criteria, or did or did not reach Safe Harbor in that
school year.
Research Questions
1. What best instructional practices are reported in research for students with
disabilities?
2. What instructional practices are used by Special Education teachers when teaching
students with disabilities?
3. What instructional practices are supported by principals of elementary schools,
with a subgroup of students with disabilities, which exited Program Improvement,
or met “Safe Harbor”/AYP in the 2012-2013 school year as identified by Special
Education teachers?
4. What instructional practices are supported by principals of elementary schools,
with a subgroup of students with disabilities, which did not exit Program
Improvement, or meet “Safe Harbor”/AYP in the 2012-2013 school year as
identified by Special Education teachers?
5. Is there a significant difference between schools implementing instructional
practices that exited Program Improvement, or met Safe Harbor/AYP in the 20122013 school year and those that did not?
6. What best inclusionary practices are reported in research for students with
disabilities?
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7. What inclusionary practices are used by Special Education teachers when teaching
students with disabilities?
8. What inclusionary practices are supported by principals of elementary schools, with
a subgroup of students with disabilities, which exited Program Improvement, or
met “Safe Harbor”/AYP in the 2012-2013 school year as identified by Special
Education teachers?
9. What inclusionary practices are supported by principals of elementary schools, with
a subgroup of students with disabilities, which did not exit Program Improvement,
or meet “Safe Harbor”/AYP in the 2012-2013 school years as identified by Special
Education teachers?
10. Is there a significant difference between schools implementing inclusionary
practices that exited Program Improvement, or met Safe Harbor/AYP in the 20122013 school year and those that did not?
11. Is there a significant difference between teacher implementation and principal
support of instructional strategies or inclusionary practices at schools that did/did
not exit Program Improvement, or meet “Safe Harbor”/AYP in the 2012-2013
school years as identified by Special Education teachers?
Research Design
The purpose of this mixed-method study was to identify elementary schools in four
Southern California counties, San Diego, Riverside, San Bernardino and Orange, each with
an identified subgroup of students with disabilities and having exited or not exited Program
Improvement, having met or not met AYP criteria or did or did not reach Safe Harbor, in
the 2012-2013 school year. The research was to also identify instructional methods and
inclusionary practices utilized by Special Education teachers and supported by school
leadership that contributed to making a contribution to the gains within this population. A
Concurrent Mixed-Methods research approach was appropriate because both quantitative
and qualitative data was collected within the same survey and then interpreted and
analyzed within the overall results (Creswell, 2009).
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The study was a comparative, descriptive research design using an Ex Post Facto
Survey format. The survey utilized both closed and open-ended questions. Closed-ended
questions entailed specifically defined instructional and inclusionary practices as identified
in the research, and the open-ended questions asked for more opinion, or further discussion
information from the teachers, not provided within the closed-ended questions. Follow-up
phone interviews were conducted to gain clarification on understanding and meaning of
survey results.
A stratified random sampling of identified schools using proportional sampling was
used for this research (Creswell, 2009). The list of schools was obtained from the
California Department of Education, Analysis, Measurement, & Accountability Reporting
Division website. Websites of each school identified was recorded. Special Education
Teachers were identified by the website of the public school directory. This type of
sampling allowed for two subgroups to be divided based on criteria of PI status and then
randomly chosen based on percentage of subjects in the population (McMillan &
Schumacher, 2010).
A comparative, descriptive research design was appropriate because it allowed the
research to report how things were within two or more groups (McMillan & Schumacher,
2010). The purpose of the study was to compare the two groups’ perception of one item
and determine if there was a difference in the results. “In other words, comparative
research examines the difference between two or more groups on a variable” (McMillan &
Schumacher, 2010, p. 222).
The Ex post facto design, otherwise known as causal-comparative study, (Patten,
2012) was appropriate because the schools have already been identified as Program
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Improvement, having met AYP criteria or reached Safe Harbor in the 2012-2013 school
year, as determined by the State of California, and was “…used to explore possible causal
relationships among variables that cannot be controlled by the researcher” (McMillan &
Schumacher 2010, p. 23). The characteristics of Ex post facto are “(1) researchers observe
and describe some current condition and (2) researchers look to the past to try to identify
the possible causes(s) of the condition” (Patten, p. 7). Therefore, by using an Ex post facto
survey, the study provided historical information that could be applied to future research in
providing instructional/inclusionary practices to students with disabilities.
A survey research design was appropriate for this study because it allowed for
gathering “…credible information from a large population…(and)…data on many
variables can be gathered without substantial increases in time or cost” (McMillan &
Schumacher, 2010, p. 236). Surveys allowed for a generalization of the research data from
the sampling across the larger population (Salant & Dillman, 1994) (McMillan &
Schumacher, 2010). “…(S)urveys are often the only means of obtaining a representative
description of traits, beliefs, attitudes, and other characteristics of the population.
(They)…allow for generalizability across the population, in which subgroups or different
contexts can be compared” (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010, p. 236). The survey gathered
information about practices employed in the identified schools and described their impact
on the educational achievement of students with disabilities (Salant & Dillman, 1994). The
survey specifically identified what programs or practices had been implemented at the
school sites to improve the academic success of students with disabilities, as well as which
practices were supported by school leadership, that contributed to the school exiting or not
exiting Program Improvement, meeting AYP criteria or reaching Safe Harbor.
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Population
The study population was special education teachers, in schools designated Title 1,
with a significant subgroup of students with disabilities, and identified Program
Improvement (PI), exited PI, met Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) criteria or reached Safe
Harbor (SH).

Figure 5 – Map of California Counties (Bodysmart Inc., 2014)

Figure 6 – San Diego County Schools Districts
(Keller Williams Realty, 2015)

Figure 7 – Orange County School Districts
(Denhaan, 2009)

Figure 8 –San Bernardino County
(Community Action Partnership of San Bernardino , 2015)
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Figure 9 – Riverside County
(Cities Gallery, 2015)

Sample
The research sampling was conducted using Stratified Random Sampling
(McMillan & Schumacher, 2010) (Patten, 2012). The population was divided into two
groups of a total of 166 schools in four Southern California counties. The groups were 50
schools that have exited PI, met AYP criteria or reached Safe Harbor in the school year
2012-13 and 116 schools that did not meet these benchmarks. The sampling was then taken
from a random drawing using a web-based random sampling number program, Research
Randomizer, www.randomizer.org/form.htm (Patten, 2012). Each school within each
group was given a number and a proportional sampling of 43% was drawn from each
group. Therefore, 22 schools were chosen from the group of schools that exited PI and 50
schools were chosen from the group that did not meet any criteria. All identified special
education teachers, at each randomly drawn school, were emailed a survey.
A Stratified Random Sampling was appropriate because the population was divided
into predetermined subgroups based on Program Improvement status and then randomly
selected for participation into each group (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010) (Patten, 2012)
(Creswell, 2009). By using the web-based random sampling program, the research and
selection of sampling was more precise for such a large population (McMillan &
Schumacher, 2010) a proportionate sampling was appropriate because it was “…based on
the percentage of subjects in the population that is present in each stratum.” (McMillan &
Schumacher, 2010, p. 134)
Instrumentation
The instrument, or survey, was delivered using an online format. Questions for the
survey were created in relation to the literature review. Questions in the survey were aligned
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with the identified instructional and inclusionary practices discussed in Chapter II. Special

Education teachers from the selected randomly chosen school sites were identified to take
the survey.
The survey contained 29 questions. Each group received the same survey with the
same set of questions. The first question was asking consent to take the survey. If the
participant agreed to take the survey, then the survey allowed the participant to continue to
the next question and continue the survey. If the participant did not give consent, then the
survey directed the participant to the final page and the survey was concluded. Question #2
asked which county their school was located. This information was for tracking purposes
only and not considered in the overall evaluation of the survey data. Questions #3 – #26
were specific to the literature review and the instructional and/or inclusionary practices that
were suggested as necessary for students’ successfully accessing general education
curriculum. The remaining 3 questions, #27-29 were open-end to purposely gain a deeper
insight to instructional and/or inclusionary practices; meaning the “why” of what was/was
not implemented.
Reliability
To establish for reliability, the survey was field tested within La Mesa-Spring
Valley School District (LMSVSD). “A test is said to be reliable if it yields consistent
results.” (Patton, 2012, p. 73) The survey was sent to all special education teachers within
the LMSVSD. The survey was sent via SurveyMonkey©. Surveys were sent test for
reliability of survey and data collection procedure. Based upon results of the survey,
modifications were made to certain questions to improve clarity and meaning.
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Validity
To establish validity, the survey was given to three special education teachers
within the LMSVSD school district. Each special education teacher taught a different type
of class in special education. Suggestions and modifications were made based on
recommendations with regards to specific questions in the survey.
Data Collection
Once approved by Brandman University Institutional Review Board, the survey
process was initiated. Email addresses and phone numbers were obtained from each
schools’ public website. If teachers’ emails could not be verified or obtained, via the
website, the school was put aside and another school was chosen, from the same county, to
meet the proportion. Depending on the district or school, surveys were either emailed using
the district provided email address or through the school website using a verification code.
To counter against failed email addresses or surveys being sent to teacher spam
files, every teacher was sent an introductory email introducing the research, explaining the
survey, it’s purpose and when to expect it in their email.(1) As emails were determined
undeliverable, email addresses were confirmed against the school list and school websites
for verification. Some teachers’ emails were deemed incorrect, and resent, while others
were determined to no longer be available and removed from the list. If other teachers were
available at that same school, then the percentage of schools per group was not affected,
however, if the unavailability affected the participation of the school, a new school was
randomly chosen and emails were sent to the identified special education teachers.
Once all emails were confirmed deliverable, surveys were differentiated by group
and submitted in different email groups. The first set of surveys were sent to the teachers in
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schools that Exited PI and the next day a set was sent to the teachers in schools that Did
Not Exit PI. A letter restating the purpose of the survey was sent with the survey link.
(2)(3) The letter, included in the email, explained the confidentiality of the survey. The
surveys were sent via SurveyMonkey©, an online survey service. No personal information
was gathered that could identify the teacher and all survey responses were anonymous. If
the teacher chose to identify themselves to become eligible for a $50 gift card from Office
Depot, that was optional.
A time period of 2 weeks was allowed for surveys to be returned. After two weeks,
another email was sent to all teachers asking to take the survey, if they had not already.
Only those that had self-identified through submitting name for gift card or responded to
say they had filled out survey were excluded from the reminder email.(4)(5) Two weeks
later, another email was sent to randomly chosen teachers, from each school site,
requesting they share the survey with other Special Education teachers on their school site.
(6)(7) Finally, after an additional two weeks, another email was sent for a final request to
complete the survey. This email was sent to only those teachers from the school group that
Did Not Exit PI. This was due to the lower response rate from this group. (8) At this same
time, teachers were also telephoned to illicit a greater response rate. (9)
After all surveys had been received, volunteers were requested for telephone
interviews. Ten emails were sent, fiver per group, to survey respondents who had
identified themselves in emails asking for the results of the survey. Five teachers
responded to the interview request, three from Group A and two from Group B.
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Table 9 - Survey Respondent Returns Per County

County #1
County #2
County #3
County #4
SKIPPED
TOTAL

Number of Surveys
Group A Group B
63
16
41
13
28
18
42
27
174

74

Number of Respondents
Group A
Group B
30
9
25
8
9
11
21
15
1
1
86
44

Percentage Returned
Group A
Group B
35.29%
20.93%
29.41%
18.60%
10.59%
25.58%
24.71%
34.88%
49.42%

59.45%

Data Analysis
The data was analyzed using a T-test for Means, or Independent sample t-test. This
type of statistical analysis was appropriate because it “…determine(d) if there (was) a
statistically significant difference in the dependent variable between two different
populations of subjects” (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010, p. 300) (Fraenkel, 2009). The
two groups were independently analyzed by questions, by determining the mean for
questions asking to what extent instructional or inclusionary practices were implemented in
teaching, then a T-test was used to determine if there was a difference between the two
groups.
The demographic data from question #2 was used to track respondents by county.
Using the Likert scale of 1-6, Questions #3-26 were analyzed using a frequency
distribution chart. This chart provided data on the frequency of answers for each question.
Questions #27-29 were open-ended and analyzed based on common words/phrases.
SurveyMonkey© provides a coding program and were coded for similar themes and
phrases and analyzed for inclusion in the data.
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Final telephone interviews were conducted with five volunteers to gather clarity on
specific questions regarding teachers’ understandings of instructional and inclusionary
practices.
Limitations
There were four limitations to this study. The limitations were specific to persons
and location. The first limitation was the Special Education teachers surveyed were limited
to elementary schools in four counties within Southern California that had been identified
to have been in Program Improvement, with subgroup of Students with Disabilities, and
had either exited Program Improvement, met AYP criteria, reached Safe Harbor status, or
did not exit Program Improvement in the 2012-2013 school year. The second limitation
was teachers surveyed were certificated staff members only at the schools within the 20142015 school year. The third limitation was the surveys were provided to all Special
Education teachers at the identified schools, responses were voluntary.
The location of the schools was also the final limitation. The schools in the study
were limited to San Diego, Orange, Riverside and San Bernardino Counties. However, the
La Mesa-Spring Valley School District (LMSVSD), in San Diego County, was not
included in the final research. LMSVSD schools were used to test reliability and therefore
excluded from the larger sample.
Summary
This chapter included an overview of the methodology for a mixed-methods
research study about instructional/inclusionary practices implemented by Special
Education teachers from schools identified as Program Improvement schools in four
Southern California counties. There were 166 schools and 256 teachers identified for the
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study. A Stratified random sampling identified the sampling of schools and Special
Education teachers at the chosen school sites were requested to complete a survey. The
research design was a comparative, descriptive research design using an Ex Post Facto
Survey format. The limitations of research were specificity of teachers, voluntary
responses and location of school site. After a review of literature, collection and analysis of
survey data, the study answered the ten research questions including stating the differences
between subgroups of students with disabilities at schools that exited Program
Improvement and schools that did not exit Program Improvement.
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Table 10 - Alignment Check Questions #1-3 – Instructional Practices
Research Questions –
re: Instructional Practices

Universal Design
for Learning

Differentiated
Instruction

Formative
Assessment

Pre-referral
Team

Response to
Intervention

Co-Teaching/
Cooperative
Teaching

Cooperative
Learning

Peer
tutoring

1.

What instructional
practices were supported
by principals of
elementary schools, with
a subgroup of students
with disabilities, which
exited Program
Improvement, or met
“Safe Harbor”/AYP, in
2012-2013 school year,
as identified by Special
Education teachers?

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

2.

What instructional
practices were supported
by principals of
elementary schools, with
a subgroup of students
with disabilities, which
did not exit Program
Improvement, or meet
“Safe Harbor”/AYP, in
2012-2013 school year,
as identified by Special
Education teachers?

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

3.

Is there a significant
difference between
schools implementing
instructional practices
that exited Program
Improvement, or met
Safe Harbor, and those
that did not?

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
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Table 11 - Alignment Check Questions #4-6 – Inclusionary Practices
Research Questions –
Re: Inclusionary Practices
4.

5.

6.

Full Inclusion

Mainstreaming

Pull-out/Resource

Self-Contained/ Special Day
Class

What inclusionary practices were supported
by principals of elementary schools, with a
subgroup of students with disabilities,
which exited Program Improvement, or met
“Safe Harbor”/AYP, in 2012-2013 school
year, as identified by Special Education
teachers
What inclusionary practices were supported
by principals of elementary schools, with a
subgroup of students with disabilities,
which did not exit Program Improvement,
or meet “Safe Harbor”/AYP, in 2012-2013
school year, as identified by Special
Education teachers?

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Is there a significant difference between
schools implementing inclusionary
practices that exited Program Improvement,
or met Safe Harbor, and those that did not?

X

X

X

X
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Chapter IV: Research, Data Collection, Findings
Chapter IV is organized to address the 10 research questions presented in Chapter
III. The chapter begins with an overview of the study, statement of the research questions,
explanation of research methods, data collection and description of population and sample.
The demographics of the sample are described before the analysis of research is provided.
Overview
The purpose of this mixed methods study was to identify which instructional and
inclusionary practices Special Education teachers implemented when teaching students
with disabilities, determine if these strategies contributed to the subgroup of students with
disabilities reaching Safe Harbor, AYP criteria or the school exiting Program Improvement,
and identify if there was a difference between leadership support of schools implementing
these practices. Schools from four Southern California counties, San Diego, San
Bernardino, Orange and Riverside, that had been identified Title 1 and in Program
Improvement with a significant subgroup of students with disabilities in 2012-2013 were
used in the study.
Research Questions
1. What best instructional practices are reported in research for students with
disabilities?
2. What instructional practices are used by Special Education teachers when teaching
students with disabilities?
3. What instructional practices are supported by principals of elementary schools,
with a subgroup of students with disabilities, which exited Program Improvement,
or met “Safe Harbor”/AYP in the 2012-2013 school year as identified by Special
Education teachers?
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4. What instructional practices are supported by principals of elementary schools,
with a subgroup of students with disabilities, which did not exit Program
Improvement, or meet “Safe Harbor”/AYP in the 2012-2013 school year as
identified by Special Education teachers?
5. Is there a significant difference between schools implementing instructional
practices that exited Program Improvement, or met Safe Harbor/AYP in the 20122013 school year and those that did not?
6. What best inclusionary practices are reported in research for students with
disabilities?
7. What inclusionary practices are used by Special Education teachers when teaching
students with disabilities?
8. What inclusionary practices are supported by principals of elementary schools, with
a subgroup of students with disabilities, which exited Program Improvement, or
met “Safe Harbor”/AYP in the 2012-2013 school year as identified by Special
Education teachers?
9. What inclusionary practices are supported by principals of elementary schools, with
a subgroup of students with disabilities, which did not exit Program Improvement,
or meet “Safe Harbor”/AYP in the 2012-2013 school years as identified by Special
Education teachers?
10. Is there a significant difference between schools implementing inclusionary
practices that exited Program Improvement, or met Safe Harbor/AYP in the 20122013 school year and those that did not?
11. Is there a significant difference between teacher implementation and principal
support of instructional strategies or inclusionary practices at schools that did/did
not exit Program Improvement, or meet “Safe Harbor”/AYP in the 2012-2013
school years as identified by Special Education teachers?
Research Methods and Data Collection Procedures
The purpose of this mixed-method study was to identify elementary schools from
four Southern California counties, San Diego, Riverside, San Bernardino and Orange,
which had a subgroup of students with disabilities, that had or had not exited Program
Improvement, met AYP criteria or reached Safe Harbor in the 2012-2013 school year and
then identify instructional methods and inclusionary practices utilized by the Special
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Education teachers and supported by school leadership, that may have contributed to this
population making significant academic gains. A Concurrent Mixed-Methods research
approach was appropriate because both quantitative and qualitative data was collected
within the same survey and then interpreted and analyzed within the overall results
(Creswell, 2009).
The study was a comparative, descriptive research design using an Ex Post Facto
Survey format. The survey utilized both closed and open-ended questions as well as
interviews. Closed-ended questions entailed specifically defined instructional and
inclusionary practices as identified in the research, and the open-ended questions asked for
more opinion of the teachers or details not provided within the closed-ended questions. A
final phone interview was conducted with volunteers to address more specifically the
questions in the survey to gather more detailed information about their understanding of
the content of the survey and to determine how they applied the content within their
classroom or school site.
A stratified random sampling of identified schools using proportional sampling was
used for the research. (Creswell, 2009) The list of schools was obtained from the
California Department of Education, Analysis, Measurement, & Accountability Reporting
Division website. Websites of each school identified was recorded. Special Education
Teachers were identified by the website of the public school directory. This type of
sampling allowed for two subgroups to be divided based on criteria of PI status and then
randomly chosen based on percentage of subjects in the population. (McMillan &
Schumacher, 2010)
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A comparative, descriptive research design was appropriate because it allowed the
research to report how things were within two or more groups of subjects. (McMillan &
Schumacher, 2010) The purpose of the study was to compare the two groups’ perception of
one item and determine if there was a significant difference in the results. “In other words,
comparative research examines the difference between two or more groups on a variable”
(McMillan & Schumacher, 2010, p. 222).
The Ex post facto design, otherwise known as causal-comparative study, (Patten,
2012) was appropriate because the schools have already been identified as Program
Improvement, having met AYP criteria or reached Safe Harbor in 2012-2013 as
determined by the State of California and was “…used to explore possible causal
relationships among variables that cannot be controlled by the researcher” (McMillan &
Schumacher 2010, p. 23). The characteristics of Ex post facto are “(1) researchers observe
and describe some current condition and (2) researchers look to the past to try to identify
the possible causes(s) of the condition” (Patten, p. 7). Therefore, by using an Ex post facto
survey, the study provided historical information that could be applied to future research in
providing instructional/inclusionary practices to students with disabilities.
A survey research design was appropriate for this study because it allowed for
gathering “…credible information from a large population… (and)…data on many
variables can be gathered without substantial increases in time or cost” (McMillan &
Schumacher, 2010, p. 236). Surveys allowed for a generalization of the research data from
the sampling across the larger population (Salant & Dillman, 1994) (McMillan &
Schumacher, 2010). “…(S)urveys are often the only means of obtaining a representative
description of traits, beliefs, attitudes, and other characteristics of the population.

116

(They)…allow for generalizability across the population, in which subgroups or different
contexts can be compared” (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010, p. 236). The survey gathered
information about practices employed in the identified schools and described their impact
on the educational achievement of students with disabilities (Salant & Dillman, 1994). The
survey specifically identified what programs or practices had been implemented at the
school sites to improve the academic success of students with disabilities, as well as which
practices were supported by school leadership, that contributed to the school exiting or not
exiting Program Improvement, meeting AYP criteria or reaching Safe Harbor.
A Likert Scale survey was used to determine how often each instructional strategy
or inclusionary practice was implemented. A scaled survey allows for responses to be
given in a gradated format. Responses on the scale were ranked 6 through 1 with a
descriptor for each number (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010).
The descriptors were:
6 = All of the time
5 = Most of the time
4 = Some of the time
3 = Once in a while
2 = Hardly ever
1 = Never
Population and Sample
The study population was K-8 special education teachers, in elementary schools
designated Title 1, with a significant subgroup of students with disabilities, and either
identified Program Improvement (PI), exited PI, met Annual Yearly Progress (AYP)
criteria, reached Safe Harbor (SH) or did not in the 2012-2013 school year.
The research sampling of the population resulted from conducting a Stratified
Random Sampling (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010) (Patten, 2012). The population was
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divided into two groups of a total of 166 schools in four Southern California counties. The
groups were 50 schools that had exited PI, met AYP criteria or reached Safe Harbor in the
2012-13 school year and 116 schools that did not meet these criteria. The sampling was
then taken from a random drawing using a web-based random sampling number program,
Research Randomizer, www.randomizer.org/form.htm. (Patten, 2012). Each school within
each group was given a number and a proportional sampling of 43% was drawn from each
group. Therefore, 22 schools were chosen from the group of schools that exited PI and 50
schools were chosen from the group that did not meet the criteria. All identified K-8
elementary special education teachers, at each randomly drawn elementary school, were
emailed a survey.
A Stratified Random Sampling was appropriate because the population was divided
into predetermined subgroups based on Program Improvement status and then randomly
selected for participation into each group (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010) (Patten, 2012)
(Creswell, 2009). By using the web-based random sampling program, the research and
selection of sampling was more precise for such a large population (McMillan &
Schumacher, 2010). A proportionate sampling was appropriate because it was “…based on
the percentage of subjects in the population that is present in each stratum” (McMillan &
Schumacher, 2010, p. 134).
Demographic Data
School Districts and Schools
The schools were identified from four Southern California counties, Orange,
Riverside, San Bernardino and San Diego. The schools were divided into two groups, Title
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1 schools that did not exit PI/meet AYP/ or reach Safe Harbor and schools that either
exited PI/met AYP/or reached Safe Harbor in the 2012-2013 school year.
The schools were identified per county. County #1 had a total of 25 school districts
with 415 schools. Within twelve schools districts, 31 schools were identified as Not
Exiting PI status. This equaled 48% of school districts and 7% of schools in the county. As
for schools Exiting PI, seven districts that had ten schools were identified. This equated to
28% of the school districts with 2% of the schools in the county.
In County #2, there were 22 school districts with 309 schools. Twelve school
districts were identified as having 29 schools not Exiting PI status in 2012-2013 school
year. This equaled 54.5% of school districts with 9% of schools in the county. For schools
exiting PI, eight schools districts had 22 schools identified. This equaled 36% of school
districts with 10% of schools.
For County #3, there were 30 school districts and 355 schools. Ten school districts,
with 28 schools, were identified as not exiting PI status and ten school districts, with a total
of 16 schools, were identified as exiting PI status. This equals 30% of school districts with
8% of schools not exiting PI status and 30% of school districts with 4.5% of schools
exiting PI status in the 2012-2013 school year.
For County #4, there were 36 school districts with a total of 487 schools. Seven
school districts, with a total of 29 schools, were identified as not exiting PI status and 9
school districts, with a total of 15 schools, were identified as exiting PI status in the 20122013 school year. This equaled 19% of school districts with 4% of schools not exiting PI
status and 25% of school districts with 3% of schools exiting PI status.
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Table 12 - County Elementary Schools
Group A
County #1
County #2
County #3
County #4

County #1
County #2
County #3
County #4

Group B

Districts Schools Districts Schools
12
31
7
10
12
29
8
9
10
28
10
16
7
21
9
15
Group A

Group B

District Schools
%
%
48%
7%
54.50%
9%
30%
8%
19%
4%

District Schools
%
%
28%
2%
36%
10%
30% 4.50%
25%
3%

Total in County
Districts Schools
25
415
22
309
30
355
36
487

Using a randomization program, the total schools surveyed were narrowed down to
an equal percentage of 43% per group. The randomization was used for the total number of
all schools, and not per county.

County #1
County #2
County #3
County #4

Table 13 - County Elementary Schools Surveyed
Group A
Group B
Total in County
Districts Schools Districts Schools
Districts Schools
8
13
4
5
25
415
8
14
2
3
22
309
6
9
5
6
30
355
5
11
7
8
36
487

County #1
County #2
County #3
County #4

Group A
Group B
District Schools District Schools
%
%
%
%
32%
3%
16%
1%
36%
4.50%
9%
<1%
20%
2%
16%
1%
14%
2%
19%
1%

In County #1, eight schools districts with 13 schools were randomly surveyed for
not exiting PI and four districts with five schools were randomly surveyed for exiting PI.
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This equaled 32% of school districts had 4% of schools surveyed for not exiting PI and
16% of school districts had 1% of schools surveyed for exiting PI.
In County #2, eight school districts with 14 schools were randomly surveyed for
not exiting PI status and 2 schools districts with 3 schools were randomly surveyed for
exiting PI. This equaled 36% of school districts had 4.5% of schools surveyed for not
exiting PI and 9% of school districts with less than 1% of schools surveyed for exiting PI.
In County #3, six school districts with nine schools were surveyed for not exiting
PI status and five school districts with six schools were surveyed for exiting PI status. This
equaled 20% of school districts with 2% of schools not exiting PI status and 16% of school
districts with 1% of schools exiting PI status.
Finally in County #4, five school districts with eleven schools were surveyed for
not exiting PI and seven schools districts with eight schools were surveyed for exiting PI.
This equaled 14% of schools districts with 2% of schools not exiting PI and 19% of school
districts with 1% of schools exiting PI status in the 2012-2013 school year.
Teachers
Within these schools, a total of 256 Special Education teachers were chosen to
participate in the study. The Teachers were chosen from the public school websites and
identified by title on school directory. Email addresses and phone numbers were obtained
from each schools’ public website. Depending on the district or school, surveys were either
emailed using the district provided email address or through the school website using a
verification code.
All teachers were sent an introductory email introducing the research, explaining
the survey, its purpose and when to expect it in their email. Once all emails were
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confirmed deliverable, surveys were differentiated by group and submitted in different
email groups. A letter was included in the first email explaining the confidentiality of the
survey. The surveys were sent via SurveyMonkey©, an online survey service. A time
period of two weeks was allowed for surveys to be returned. After this time, a second
email was sent to all teachers asking to take the survey, if they had not already. After
another two weeks, a third email was sent to randomly chosen teachers, from each school
site, requesting they share the survey with other Special Education teachers on their school
site. Finally, after an additional two weeks, a fourth email was sent for a final request to
complete the survey. This email was sent to only those teachers from the school group that
Did Not Exit PI because of the lower response rate from this group. At this same time,
teachers were also telephoned and asked to complete the survey to illicit a greater response
rate. The goal of total response from each group was 60%. The final results of the survey
were 86 of 177 teachers from Group A, schools that did not exit PI, responded for a 48.5%
return and 44 of 79 teachers from Group B, schools that did exit PI, responded for a 56%
return.
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Table 14 - Demographics of Teachers of Special Education Programs
Group A

%

Group B

%

Deaf/Hard of Hearing

8

4%

0

0

Emotionally Disturbed

0

0

3

4%

Education Specialist

2

1%

0

0

Learning Center

2

1%

2

2%

LSH Specialist

1

0.50%

0

0

Not Identified

23

13%

11

10%

Orthopedically Impaired

0

0%

2

2%

Reading Specialist

1

0.50%

0

0%

Resource Specialist

34

19%

7

10%

Specific Academic Instruction

16

9%

10

14%

+Special Day Class

63

35.50%

22

19%

SDC RSP

1

0.50%

7

10%

SDC Mild Moderate

6

3%

2

2%

SDC Moderate Severe

6

3%

3

4%

SPED

12

6%

5

13%

5

5%

2

Not Available
TOTAL

177

1%

79

The breakdown of teachers and their titles were divided into groups. Group A had a
total of 177 teachers. Within this group the teachers taught in 14 different programs. There
were 8 (4%) from Deaf/ Hard of Hearing (DHH) programs, 2 (1%) named Education
Specialists (Ed. Spec.), 2 (1%) from Learning Centers, 1 (.5%) named Language Speech
and Hearing Specialist (LSH), 23 (13%) not categorized, 1 (.5%) named Reading
Specialist, 34 (19%) named Resource Specialists (RSP), 16 (9%) named Specialized
Academic Instruction (SAI), 63 (35.5%) from Special Day Classes (SDC), 1(.5%) from a
SDC/RSP classroom, 6 (3%) from SDC Mild/Moderate (MM) classrooms, 6 (3%) from
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SDC Moderate/Severe (MS) classrooms, 12 (6%) named Special Education, and 2(1%) not
named on their school directory.
As for the Group B had a total of 79 teachers. Within this group the teachers taught in
12 different programs. There were 3 (4%) from Emotionally Disturbed (ED) programs, 2 (1%)
from Learning Centers, 7 (10%) not categorized, 2 (2%) were from Orthopedically Impaired
(OI) programs, 7 (10%) from RSP classrooms, 10 (14%) from SAI programs/classrooms, 13
(19%) from SDC classrooms, 7 (10%) from SDC/RSP classrooms, 2 (2%) from SDC-MM
classrooms, 3 (4%) from SDC-MS classrooms, 9 (13%) named as Special Education, and 4
(5%) Teachers not named on their school directory.

Figure 10 - Survey charts - Percentage of respondents

Group A

Group B

Table 15 - Location of Schools Per County

County #1
County #2
County #3
County #4
answered
skipped

Group A
30
25
9
21
85
1

%
Group B
%
35.30%
9
21%
29.40%
8
18.60%
10.60%
11
25.60%
24.70%
15
35%
43
1
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The breakdown by county is of teachers from each group. The total of teachers
from County #1 from schools that did not exit PI was 30 (35.3%), from County #2 was 25
(29.4%), from County #3 was 9 (10.6%) and from County #4 was 21 (24.7%) with one
teacher skipping the question.
For teachers from schools that did exit PI, County #1 had 9 (21%) teachers County
#2 had 8 (18.6%), County #3 had 11 (25.6%), and County #4 had 15 (35%) with one
teacher skipping the question.
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Presentation and Analysis of Data
Research Questions
1. What best instructional practices are reported in research for students with disabilities?
Figure 16 - Literature Matrix – Instructional Resources
Title of Reference – Instructional Resources
Boston, C. (2010a). The concept of formative assessment.
ERIC Digests.
Bremer, C. D., T.Clapper, A., Hitchcock, C., Hall, T., &
Kachgal, M. (2002). Universal design, a
strategy to support students' access to the
general education curriculum. Information
Brief: Addressing Trends and Developments in
Secondary Education and Transition, 1(3), 1–4.
Broderick, A., Mehta-Parekh, H., & Reid, D. K. (n.d.).
Differentiating instruction for disable students
in inclusive classrooms. Theory Into Practice,
44(3).
Browder, D. M. (2001). Curriculum and assessment for
students with moderate and severe disabilities
(p. 338). New York: Guilford.
Browder, D. M., & Cooper-Duffy, K. (2003). Evidencebased practice for students with severe
disabilities and the requirement for
accountability in "no child left behind". The
Journal of Special Education, 37(3), 157-163.
Bouck, E. C. (2010). With disabilities: Does it solve all the
problems (Chapter 6). Emerald Group
Publishing Limited.
Coleman, M.B., Hurley, K. J., & Cihak, D. F. (2012).
Comparing teacher-directed and computerassisted constant delay for teaching functional
sight words to students with moderate
intellectual disability. Education and Training
in Autism and Developmental Disabilities,
47(3), 280–292.
Donavan, F., Director, E., & Greater Anaheim SELPA.
(2011, Summer). Raising the bar for students
with disabilities. The Special EDge, 24(3).
Hallahan, D. P., Kauffman, J. M., & Pullen, P. C. (2009).

Universal Design for
Learning

Differentiated
Instruction

Formative
Assessment
X

Cooperative
Teaching

Cooperative
Learning

Peer
Tutoring

X

X

X

Technology

X

X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X

X
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X

Exceptional learners, an introduction to special
education (p. 51). Boston: Pearson.
Heritage, M. (2010b). Formative assessment and nextgeneration assessment systems: are we losing an
opportunity? National Center for Research on
Evaluation, Standards, and Student Testings,
Graduate School of Education and Information
Studies, University of California, Los Angeles.
Hetzroni, O. E. (March/April 2004). Word processing as an
assistive technology tool for enhancing
academic outcomes of students with writing
disabilities in the general classroom. Journal of
Learning Disabilities, 37(2), 143–154.
Hitchcock, C., Meyer, A., Rose, D., & Jackson, R. (2002).
Providing new access to the general curriculum:
universal design. Council for Exceptional
Children, 35(2), 8–17.
Huberman, M., & Parish, T. (2011). Lessons from
california districts showing unusually strong
academic performance for students in special
education. California Comprehensive Center at
WestEd.
Idol, L. (March/April 2006). Toward inclusion of special
education students in general education; A
program evaluation of eight schools. Remedial
and Special Education, 27(2).
Jimenez, T. C., & Victoria, L. (2007, Fall). Gaining access
to general education: the promise of universal
design for learning. Issues in Teacher
Education, 16(2).
Kirk, S.A., Gallagher, J.J., & Anastasiow, N.J. (2000).
Education exceptional children 9th. Boston:
Houghton Mifflin Company.
Kovaleski, J. (2004). Response to instruction in the
identification of learning disabilities: a guide for
school teams. NASP Communique, 32(5).
Lee, H., & Templeton, R. (2008). Ensuring equal access to
technology: providing assistive technology for
students with disabilities. Theory into Practice,
47, 212–219.
Lerner, J., & Johns, B. (2009). Learning disabilities and
related mild disabilities: Characteristics,
teaching strategies, and new directions. Boston:
Houghton Mifflin.
McClanahan, B., Williams, K., & Kennedy, E. (May/June
2012). A breakthrough for josh: how use of an
ipad facilitated reading improvement.

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X
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TechTrends, 56(3), 20–28. (Wehmeyer, Fall
2004) (Wehmeyer & J.Smith, Fall 2004)
(Wehmeyer, Smith, Palmer, & Davies, Fall
2004) (Wilson, et al., 2011) (Hetzroni,
March/April 2004) (Bouck, 2010, Chapter 6)
(Lee & Templeton, 2008) (Meri Beth Coleman,
Hurley, & Cihak)
Meese, R.L., (2001). Teaching learners with mild
disabilities; Integrating research and practice.
Belmont, CA: Wadsworth.
Mookerji, T. (2011, August 8). Methods for educating
special-needs students. Retrieved from
http://triplehelixblog.com
Murphy, E., & Grey, I. M. (2005). Co-operative learning
for students with difficulties in learning: a
description of models and guidelines for
implementation. British Journal of Special
Education, 32(3).
Obiakor, F. E., Harris, M., Mutua, K., Rotatori, A., &
Algozzine, B. (2012). Making inclusion work in
general education classrooms. Education and
Treatment of Children, 35(3).
Pierangelo, R., & Giuliani, G. A. (2009). Assessment in
special education, a practical approach (p. 29).
New Jersey: Merrill.
Ravitch, D. (2010). The death and life of the great
american school system, how testing and choice
are undermining education (p. 96). New York:
Basic Books.
Shavelson, R. J., Young, D. B., Ayala, C. C., Brandon, P.
R., Erin Marie Furtak, Maria Araceli RuizPrimo, & Tomita, M. K. (2008). On the impact
of curriculum-embedded formative assessment
on learning: A collaborative between
curriculum and assessment developers. Applied
Measurement in Education, 21.
Slavin, R. E. (1988). Cooperative learning and student
achievement. Educational Leadership.
Snell, M., & Brown, F. (2006). Instruction of students with
severe disabilities (p. 493). New Jersey:
Pearson.
Thurlow, M. L. (2012, Summer). The promise and the peril
for students with disabilities. The Special EDge,
25(3).
Wehmeyer, M. L., & Smith, J., (2004, Fall). Introduction to
the special issue on technology use by students
with intellectual disabilities. Journal of Special

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
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X
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Education Technology, 19(4), 5–6.
Wehmeyer, M. L., Smith, S. J., Palmer, S. B., & Davies, D.
K. (2004, Fall). Technology use by students
with intellectual disabilities: an overview.
Journal of Special Education Technology, 19(721).
Wilson, C. H., Brice, C., Carter, E. I., Fleming, J. C., Hay,
D. D., Hicks, J. D., & Picot, E. (2011). Familiar
technology promotes academic success for
students with exceptional learning needs, 1–12.
Yell, M. L., Katisiyannas, A., & Shiner, J. G. (2006, March
11). The no child left behind act, adequate
yearly progress, and students with disabilities.
Retrieved from
http://www.redorbit.com/news/education/42412
9

X

X

X

X
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A Literature Matrix was developed to identify the current literature that supports
the instructional practices identified in the study. Seven instructional practices were
identified in 34 sources with 78 different authors.
The first instructional practice was Universal Design for Learning (UDL). Eleven
sources identified UDL as a significant instructional practice to utilize when teaching
students with disabilities. (Bremer, C. D., T.Clapper, A., Hitchcock, C., Hall, T., &
Kachgal, M., 2002; Donavan, F., Director, E., & Greater Anaheim SELPA, 2011;
Hallahan, D. P., Kauffman, J. M., & Pullen, P. C., 2009; Hitchcock, C., Meyer, A., Rose,
D., & Jackson, R. 2002; Jimenez, T. C., & Victoria, L. (2007; Kirk, S.A., Gallagher, J.J., &
Anastasiow, N.J. 2000; Lerner, J., & Johns, B. 2009; Obiakor, F. E., Harris, M., Mutua, K.,
Rotatori, A., & Algozzine, B. 2012; Pierangelo, R., & Giuliani, G. A. (2009; Snell, M., &
Brown, F. 2006; Thurlow, M. L., 2012) .
The second instructional practice was Differentiated Instruction (DI). Thirteen
sources identified DI as a significant instructional practice to implement when teaching
students with disabilities. (Broderick, A., Mehta-Parekh, H., & Reid, D. K., n.d; Browder,
D. M., 2001; Browder, D. M., & Cooper-Duffy, K., 2003; Hallahan, D. P., Kauffman, J.
M., & Pullen, P. C., 2009; Kirk, S.A., Gallagher, J.J., & Anastasiow, N.J., 2000;
Kovaleski, J., 2004; Lerner, J., & Johns, B., 2009; Meese, R.L., 2001; Mookerji, T., 2011;
Obiakor, F. E., Harris, M., Mutua, K., Rotatori, A., & Algozzine, B., 2012; Pierangelo, R.,
& Giuliani, G. A., 2009; Snell, M., & Brown, F., 2006; Wehmeyer, M. L., Smith, S. J.,
Palmer, S. B., & Davies, D. K., 2004)
The third instructional practice was Formative Assessment which was identified in
five sources as a significant instructional practice to implement when teaching students
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with disabilities. (Boston, C. 2010a; Heritage, M. (2010b; Ravitch, D. (2010; Shavelson,
R. J., Young, D. B., Ayala, C. C., Brandon, P. R., Erin Marie Furtak, Maria Araceli RuizPrimo, & Tomita, M. K. 2008; Yell, M. L., Katisiyannas, A., & Shiner, J. G. (2006).
The fourth instructional practice identified was Cooperative, or Co-Teaching. There
were ten sources that cited Cooperative Teaching as a significant instructional practice to
implement when teaching students with disabilities. (Browder, D. M., 2001; Hallahan, D.
P., Kauffman, J. M., & Pullen, P. C., 2009; Huberman, M., & Parish, T. 2011; Idol, L.,
2006; Kirk, S.A., Gallagher, J.J., & Anastasiow, N.J., 2000; Lerner, J., & Johns, B., 2009;
Meese, R.L., 2001; Murphy, E., & Grey, I. M., 2005; Pierangelo, R., & Giuliani, G. A.,
2009; Snell, M., & Brown, F., 2006).
The fifth instructional practice was Cooperative Learning. There were ten sources
that cited Cooperative Learning as a significant instructional strategy as well. (Browder,
D. M., 2001; Hallahan, D. P., Kauffman, J. M., & Pullen, P. C., 2009; Huberman, M., &
Parish, T. 2011; Kirk, S.A., Gallagher, J.J., & Anastasiow, N.J., 2000; Lerner, J., & Johns,
B., 2009; Meese, R.L., 2001; Murphy, E., & Grey, I. M., 2005; Pierangelo, R., & Giuliani,
G. A., 2009; Slavin, R. E., 1988; Snell, M., & Brown, F., 2006).
The sixth instructional practice was Peer Tutoring. This was cited by six sources as
a significant instructional strategy. (Browder, D. M., 2001; Kirk, S.A., Gallagher, J.J., &
Anastasiow, N.J., 2000; Lerner, J., & Johns, B., 2009; Pierangelo, R., & Giuliani, G. A.,
2009; Slavin, R. E., 1988; Snell, M., & Brown, F., 2006)
The seventh instructional strategy was Technology. This was cited by nine sources
as a significant instructional strategy. (Bouck, E. C., 2010; Coleman, M.B., Hurley, K. J.,
& Cihak, D. F., 2012; Hetzroni, O. E., 2004; Lee, H., & Templeton, R., 2008;
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McClanahan, B., Williams, K., & Kennedy, E., 2012; Pierangelo, R., & Giuliani, G. A.,
2009; Wehmeyer, M. L., & Smith, J., 2004; Wehmeyer, M. L., Smith, S. J., Palmer, S. B.,
& Davies, D. K., 2004; Wilson, C. H., Brice, C., Carter, E. I., Fleming, J. C., Hay, D. D.,
Hicks, J. D., & Picot, E., 2011)
2. What instructional practices are used by Special Education teachers when teaching
students with disabilities?
Teachers were asked to rate to what extent they implemented each of the seven
instructional practices identified by the study: Universal Design for Learning, Formative
Assessment, Differentiated Instruction, Co-Teaching, Cooperative Learning, Peer Tutoring
and Technology. The teachers’ responses were divided into two groups, Group A and
Group B. Group A were teachers from schools that did not exit Program Improvement,
meet AYP or reach Safe Harbor in the 2012-2013 school year. Group B were teachers from
schools that did exit Program Improvement, meet AYP or reach Safe Harbor in the 20122013 school year.
Table 17 - Universal Design For Learning
#3
Question Scale
All of the time
Most of the time
Some of the time
Once in awhile
Hardly ever
Never
TOTAL

Number Per Question
Group A
Group B
39
33
6
4
0
1
83

9
21
8
1
2
1
42

Percentage per Question
Group A
Group B
47%
40%
7%
5%
0%
1%

21%
50%
19%
2%
5%
2%

Question #3 identified the first instructional practice as Universal Design for
Learning (UDL). This is defined as teachers developing/creating lesson plans, based on
general education curriculum, that address the needs of a wide range of students with
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disabilities and implementing instructional strategies that allow individual learning styles
and encourage a variety of ways to express and engage in the classroom. In response to
implementation of UDL there were a total of 125 respondents. Group A had eighty-three
(83) teachers respond, and Group B had 42 teachers respond to this question.
In Group A, 39, or 47%, reported a 6 on the Likert scale, indicating implementation
of UDL All of the time, and 33 teachers, or 40%, reported a 5, indicating the
implementation of UDL Most of the time. Six teachers, or 7%, reported a 4, indicating
implementation Some of the time, four teachers, or 5%, reported a 3, indicating
implementation Once in a while, zero teachers reported 2, indicating implementation
Hardly ever and one teacher, or 1%, reported a 1, indicating implementation Never.
In Group B, nine, or 21%, reported a 6, indicating implementation of UDL All of
the time. 21 teachers, or 50%, reported a 5, indicating implementing UDL Most of the time
and eight, or 19%, of the teachers reported a 4, indicating implementation Some of the
time. One teacher, or 2%, reported a 3, indicating implementation Once in a while, two
teachers, or 5%, reported a 2, indicating implementation Hardly ever and One teacher, or
2%, reported a 1, indicating implementation of UDL Never.
The survey results to Question #3 indicate that Group A implements UDL more
consistently than Group B, however, both groups implement UDL on a regular basis.
Group A reports that 47% of the teachers implement UDL All of the time and 40%
implement UDL Most of the time, for a combined result of 87% of the teachers implement
UDL All or Most of the time. Whereas Group B reports 21% of the teachers implement
UDL All of the time and 50% of the teachers implement UDL Most of the time for a
combined result of 71% of the teachers implementing UDL All or Most of the time. In
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contrast to 1% of the teachers in Group A who Never implement UDL and 2% of teachers
in Group B who Never implementing UDL. These results indicate teachers are aware of the
key components of UDL and are implementing them when teaching students with
disabilities.
Table 18 - Formative Assessment
#4
Question Scale
All of the time
Most of the time
Some of the time
Once in awhile
Hardly ever
Never
TOTAL

Number Per Question
Group A
Group B
35
42
6
0
0
0
83

Percentage per Question
Group A
Group B

16
13
11
1
0
1
42

42%
51%
7%
0%
0%
0%

38%
31%
26%
2%
0%
2%

Question #4 identified the second instructional practice by research as Formative
Assessment. Formative Assessment is defined as an on-going instructional practice that
can be used to guide a teacher and students when teaching a lesson and check for
understanding as the student is learning a concept which allows the teacher to gain
immediate feedback from the student and then include that information to improve learning
of the student on a daily basis. In response to the instructional practice of Formative
Assessment, there were 125 respondents. Of these 125 respondents, 83 were teachers from
Group A and 42 were from Group B.
In Group A, 35 teachers, or 42%, report a 6 on the Likert scale, indicating
implementing of Formative Assessment All of the time and 42 teachers, or 51%, report a 5,
indicating implementation Most of the time. Six teachers, or 11%, reported a 4, indicating
implementation Some of the time. Zero teachers reported a score of 3, indicating Once in a
while, a 2 indicating Hardly ever, or a 1, indicating Never.
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In Group B, 16 teachers, or 38%, report a score of 6, indicating implementation All
of the time and 13 teachers, or 31%, report a 5, indicating implementation of Formative
Assessment Most of the time. Eleven teachers, or 26%, reported a 4, indicating
implementation Some of the time. One teacher, or 2% reported, a 3, indicating
implementation Once in a while, Zero teachers reported a 2, indicating implementation
Hardly ever, and one teacher, or 2%, reported a 1, indicating implementation Never.
The survey results to Question #4 indicate that Group A implements Formative
Assessment more consistently than Group B. Group A reports 42% of the teachers
implement Formative Assessment All of the time, 51% implement Formative Assessment
Most of the time, and 7% implement Formative Assessment Some of the time, for a
combined result of 100% implementation of Formative Assessment All, Most or Some of
the time. However, Group B reports 38% of the teachers implement Formative Assessment
All of the time, 31% of the teachers implement Formative Assessment Most of the time and
26% of teachers implementing Formative Assessment Some of the time for a combined
result of 95% implementation of Formative Assessment All, Most or Some of the time. In
contrast to 0% of the teachers in Group A reported implementing Formative Assessment
Once in a while, Hardly ever or Never, and 2% of teachers in Group B reported Once in a
while, Hardly ever or Never implementing Formative Assessment. These results indicate
teachers from both groups are highly aware of the significant importance of Formative
Assessment when teaching students with disabilities and both groups are extremely
consistent with their implementation.
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Table 19 - Differentiated Instruction
#5
Question Scale
All of the time
Most of the time
Some of the time
Once in awhile
Hardly ever
Never
TOTAL

Number Per Question
Group A
Group B
56
22
4
1
0
0
83

27
8
7
0
0
0
42

Percentage per Question
Group A
Group B
67%
27%
5%
1%
0%
0%

64%
19%
17%
0%
0%
0%

Question #5 identified the third instructional practice as Differentiated Instruction
(DI). DI is defined as an instructional method used to offer different teaching approaches
for different learning styles within the classroom during classroom instruction. In response
to the implementation of Differentiated Instruction, 125 teachers responded to the question.
Of these 125, 83 were Group A and 42 were Group B.
In Group A, 56 teachers, or 67%, report a 6 on the Likert scale, indicating
implementation of DI All of the time and 22 teachers, or 27%, report a 5, indicating
implementation Most of the time. Four teachers, or 5%, reported a 4, indicating
implementation Some of the time and one teacher, or 1%, reported a 3, indicating
implementation Once in a while. Zero teachers reported a 2, indicating implementation
Hardly ever or a 1, indicating Never.
In Group B, 27 teachers, or 64%, report a 6, indicating implementation of DI All of
the time. Eight teachers, or 19%, reported a 5, indicating implementation Most of the time,
and seven teachers, or 17%, reported a 4, indicating implementation Some of the time. Zero
teachers reported a 3, indicating implementation Once in a while, a 2, indicating
implementation Hardly ever, or a 1, indicating implementation Never.
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The survey results to Question #5 indicate that both groups implement
Differentiated Instruction (DI) consistently. Group A reported 67% of the teachers
implement DI All of the time, 27% implement DI Most of the time and 5% implement DI
Some of the time for a combined result of 99% of the teachers implement DI All, Most or
Some of the time. Group B reports 64% of the teachers implement DI All of the time, 19%
of the teachers implement DI Most of the time and17% implement DI Some of the time, for
a combined result of 100% of teachers implementing Differentiated Instruction All, Most
or Some of the time. These results indicate teachers from both groups are highly aware of
the significant importance of Differentiated Instruction when teaching students with
disabilities and both groups are extremely consistent with their implementation.
Table 20 - Co-Teaching/Cooperative Teaching
#6
Question Scale
All of the time
Most of the time
Some of the time
Once in awhile
Hardly ever
Never
TOTAL

Number Per Question
Group A
Group B
3
15
27
11
15
10
81

6
3
9
4
8
12
42

Percentage per Question
Group A
Group B
4%
19%
33%
14%
19%
12%

15%
7%
22%
10%
20%
27%

Question #6 identified the fourth instructional practice as Co-teaching or
Cooperative teaching. This is defined as two or more teachers possessing different skills
working together to teach academically and behaviorally in an integrated, general
education setting. In response to implementing Co-Teaching/Cooperative teaching there
were 123 respondents. Of these 123, 81 were teachers from Group A and 42 were from
Group B.
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In Group A, 3 teachers, or 4%, reported a 6, indicating implementation of CoTeaching All of the time, and 15 teachers, or 19%, reported a 5, indicating implementation
Most of the time. 27 teachers, or 33%, reported a 4, indicating implementation CoTeaching some of the time. 11 teachers, or 14%, reported a 3, indicating implementation
Once in a while, 15 teachers, or 19%, reported a 2, indicating implementation Hardly ever,
and 10, or 12%, reported a 1, indicating implementation Never.
In Group B, six teachers, or 15%, reported a 6, indicating implementation All of the
time. Three teachers, or 7%, reported a 5, indicating implementation of Co-Teaching Most
of the time and nine teachers, or 22%, reported a 4, indicating implementation Some of the
time. Four teachers, or 10%, reported a 3, indicating implementation Once in a while, eight
teachers, or 20%, reported a 2, indicating implementation Hardly ever, and 12 teachers, or
27%, reported a 1, indication implementation of Co-Teaching as Never.
The survey results to Question #6 indicate that neither Group A or B are consistent
when implementing Co-Teaching/Cooperative Teaching. Group A reports only 4% of the
teachers implement Co-Teaching/Cooperative Teaching All of the time and 19% implement
Co-Teaching/Cooperative Teaching Most of the time, for a combined result of 23% of the
teachers implementing Co-Teaching/Cooperative Teaching All or Most of the time. This is
a consistent result with Group B which reports 15% of the teachers implement CoTeaching/Cooperative Teaching All of the time and 7% of the teachers implement CoTeaching/Cooperative Teaching Most of the time for a combined result of 23% of the
teachers implementing Co-Teaching/Cooperative Teaching All or Most of the time.
However, 33% of teachers in Group A and 22% from Group B report implementing CoTeaching/Cooperative Teaching Some of the time. A combined percentage of 45% of
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teachers in Group A report Once in a while, Hardly ever, or Never implementing CoTeaching/Cooperative Teaching contrasted to a combined percentage 57% in Group B
who report Once in a while, Hardly ever, or Never implementing Co-Teaching/Cooperative
Teaching . These results indicate teachers from both groups are not aware of the significant
importance of Co-Teaching/Cooperative Teaching when teaching students with disabilities.
Table 21 - Cooperative Learning
#7
Question Scale
All of the time
Most of the time
Some of the time
Once in awhile
Hardly ever
Never
TOTAL

Number Per Question
Group A
Group B
6
23
25
13
7
7
81

3
8
13
6
4
7
41

Percentage per Question
Group A
Group B
7%
28%
31%
16%
9%
9%

7%
20%
32%
15%
10%
17%

Question #7 identified the fifth instructional practice as Cooperative Learning.
Cooperative Learning is defined as having a heterogeneous group of students, with and
without disabilities, working together on a project in a general education classroom. In
response to the implementation of Cooperative Learning there were a total of 122
respondents. Of these 122, 81 were teachers from Group A and 41 were from Group B.
In Group A, six, or 7%, reported a 6 on the Likert scale, indicating implementation
of Cooperative Learning All of the time. 23 teachers, or 28%, reported a 5, indicating
implementation Most of the time and 25, or 31% reported a 4, indicating implementation
Some of the time. 13 teachers, or 16%, reported a 3, indicating implementation Once in a
while. Seven teachers, or 9%, reported a 2, indicating implementation Hardly ever, and
seven teachers, or 9%, reported a 1, indicating implementation Never.
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In Group B, three, or 7%, reported a 6, indicating implementation of Cooperative
Learning All of the time and eight teachers, or 20%, reported a 5, indicating
implementation Most of the time. 13 teachers, or 32%, reported a 4, indicating
implementation Some of the time. Six teachers, or 15%, reported a 3, indicating
implementation of Cooperative Learning Once in a while, four teachers, or 10%, reported a
2, indicating implementation Hardly ever, and seven teachers, or 17%, reported a 1,
indicating implementation Never.
The survey results to Question #7 indicate that Group A and B implement
Cooperative Learning equally. Group A and Group B both report that 7% of the teachers
implement Cooperative Learning All of the time but Group A report 28% implement
Cooperative Learning Most of the time, for a combined result of 35% of the teachers in
Group A implement Cooperative Learning All or Most of the time. Whereas, Group B
reports 20% of the teachers implement Cooperative Learning Most of the time for a
combined result of 27% of the teachers in Group B implement Cooperative Learning All
or Most of the time. Both groups are also equal in reporting implementing Cooperative
Learning Some of the time with Group A reporting 31% of the teachers and Group B
reporting 32%. A combined percentage of 34% of teachers in Group A report Once in a
while, Hardly ever, or Never implementing Cooperative Learning compared to a combined
percentage 42% in Group B who report Once in a while, Hardly ever, or Never
implementing Cooperative Learning . These results indicate teachers from both groups
may be aware of the significant importance of Cooperative Learning they are not
consistent with the implementation when teaching students with disabilities.
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Table 22 - Peer Tutoring
#8
Question Scale
All of the time
Most of the time
Some of the time
Once in awhile
Hardly ever
Never
TOTAL

Number Per Question
Group A
Group B
4
8
30
22
9
8
81

0
2
16
7
6
10
41

Percentage per Question
Group A
Group B
5%
10%
37%
27%
11%
10%

0%
5%
39%
17%
15%
24%

Question #8, identified the sixth instructional practice as Peer Tutoring, or Sameage tutor. Peer Tutoring is defined as students with and without disabilities, as well as
varying degrees of disabilities, tutoring each other. In response to the implementation of
Peer Tutoring, a total of 122 teachers responded to this question. Of these 122, 81 were
teachers from Group A, and 41 were from Group B.
In Group A, four, or 5%, reported a 6, indicating implementation of Peer Tutoring
All the time. Eight teachers, or 10%, reported a 5, indicating implementation Most of the
time and 30, or 37%, reported a 4, indicating implementation of Peer Tutoring Some of the
time. 22 teachers, or 27%, reported a 3, indicating implementation Once in a while, nine
teachers, or 11%, reported a 2, indicating implementation Hardly ever and eight teachers,
or 10%, reported a 1, indicating implementation Never.
In Group B, zero reported a 6, indicating implementation of Peer tutoring All the
time, and two teachers, or 5%, reported a 5, indicating implementation Most of the time. 16
teachers, or 39%, reported a 4, indicating implementation Some of the time and seven
teachers, or 17%, reported a 3, indicating implementation Once in a while. Six teachers, or
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15%, reported a 2, indicating implementation Hardly ever, and ten teachers, or 24%,
reported a 1, indicating implementation Never.
The survey results to Question #8 indicate that neither Group A or B are consistent
when implementing Peer Tutoring. Group A reports only 5% of the teachers implement
Peer Tutoring All of the time and 10% implement Peer Tutoring Most of the time, for a
combined result of 15% of the teachers implementing Peer Tutoring All or Most of the
time. This is a significantly more than Group B which reports 0% of the teachers
implement Peer Tutoring All of the time and 5% of the teachers implement Peer Tutoring
Most of the time for a combined result of 5% of the teachers implementing Peer Tutoring
All or Most of the time. However, 37% of teachers in Group A and 39% from Group B
report implementing Peer Tutoring Some of the time. A combined percentage of 48% of
teachers in Group A report Once in a while, Hardly ever, or Never implementing Peer
Tutoring compared to a combined percentage 56% in Group B who report Once in a
while, Hardly ever, or Never implementing Peer Tutoring. These results indicate teachers
from both groups may be aware of the significant importance of Peer Tutoring, they are not
consistent with the implementation when teaching students with disabilities.
Table 23 – Technology
#9
Question Scale
All of the time
Most of the time
Some of the time
Once in awhile
Hardly ever
Never
TOTAL

Number Per Question
Group A
Group B
16
38
21
4
2
0
81

9
18
11
2
1
0
41
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Percentage per Question
Group A
Group B
20%
47%
26%
5%
2%
0%

22%
44%
27%
5%
2%
0%

Question #9 identified the seventh instructional practice as Technology.
Technology, as an instructional practice, is defined as enhancing accessibility to the general
education curriculum by utilizing technology in instruction, as well as providing assistive
technology for communication and writing tools for student with disabilities. In response
to the implementation of Technology as an instructional practice, there were a total of 122
respondents. Of these respondents, 81 were teachers from Group A and 41 were teachers
from Group B.
In Group A, 16 teachers, or 20%, reported a 6, indicating implementation of
Technology All of the time. 38 teachers, or 47%, reported a 5, indicating implementation
Most of the time and 21 teachers, or 26%, reported a 4, indicating implementation of
technology Some of the time. Four teachers, or 5%, reported a 3, indicating implementation
Once in a while, two teachers, or 2%, reported a 2, indicating implementation Hardly ever,
and zero teachers reported a 1, indicating implementation Never.
In Group B, nine teachers, or 22%, reported a 6, indicating implementation of
Technology All of the time. 18 teachers, or 44%, reported a 5, indicating implementation
Most of time, 11 teachers, or 27%, reported a 4, indicating implementation Some of the
time, and two teachers, or 5%, reported a 3, indicating implementation of Technology Once
in a while. One teacher, or 2%, reported a 2, indicating implementation Hardly ever, and
zero teachers reported a 1, indicating implementation of technology Never.
The survey results to Question #9 indicate that both Group A and B are consistent
when implementing Technology when teaching students with disabilities. Group A reports
20% of the teachers utilize Technology All of the time and 47% utilize Technology Most of
the time, for a combined result of 67% of the teachers utilizing Technology All or Most of
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the time. This is a consistent result with Group B which reports 22% of the teachers utilize
Technology All of the time and 44% of the teachers utilize Technology Most of the time for
a combined result of 66% of the teachers utilize Technology All or Most of the time. As
well as, 26% of teachers in Group A and 27% from Group B report utilize Technology
Some of the time. This is in contrast to a combined percentage of 7% of teachers in both
Group A and Group B reporting Once in a while, Hardly ever, or Never utilize Technology.
These results indicate teachers from both groups are fully aware of the significant
importance of utilizing Technology when teaching students with disabilities.
3. What instructional practices were supported by principals of elementary schools,
with a subgroup of students with disabilities, which exited Program Improvement,
or met “Safe Harbor”/AYP, in 2012-2013 school year, as identified by Special
Education teachers?
4. What instructional practices were supported by principals of elementary schools,
with a subgroup of students with disabilities, which did not exit Program
Improvement, or meet “Safe Harbor”/AYP, in 2012-2013 school year, as identified
by Special Education teachers?
Research questions #3 and #4 were addressed by the same questions in each survey
per group. Questions 15-21 asked the teacher to identify how supportive their principal
was in the implementation of each instructional practice. Individual instructional practices
were identified per question.
Table 24 - Universal Design for Learning
#15
Question Scale
All of the time
Most of the time
Some of the time
Once in awhile
Hardly ever
Never
TOTAL

Number Per Question
Group A
Group B
38
20
28
8
10
5
2
3
1
1
1
2
80
39
144

Percentage per Question
Group A
Group B
48%
51%
35%
21%
12%
13%
2%
8%
1%
3%
1%
5%

Question #15 asked teachers to rate their Principal’s support of Universal Design
for Learning. There were a total of 119 respondents. Of these respondents, 80 teachers
were from Group A and 39 were from Group B.
In Group A, 38 teachers, or 48%, reported a 6, on the likert scale, indicating
support All of the time and 28 teachers, or 35%, reported a 5 indicating their principal was
supportive Most of the time. Ten teachers, or 12%, reported a 4, indicating support Some of
the time and two, or 2%, reported a 3, indicating support Once in a while. One teacher, or
1%, reported a 2, indicating support Hardly ever, and one teacher, or 1% , reported a 1,
indicating support Never.
In Group B, 20 teachers, or 51%, reported a 6, indicating their principal was
supportive of Universal Design for Learning All of the Time. Eight teachers reported a 5,
indicating support Most of the time and 5 teachers, or 13%, reported a 4, indicating support
Some of the time. Three teachers, or 8%, reported a 3, indicating support Once in a while,
one teacher, or 3%, reported a 2, indicating support Hardly ever, and two teachers, or 5%,
reported a 1, indicating support Never.
The survey results to Question #15 indicate that both Group A and B are consistent
when reporting support from their Principal for implementing Universal Design for
Learning. Group A reports 48% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for
implementing Universal Design for Learning All of the time and 35% indicated support
from their Principal for implementing Universal Design for Learning Most of the time, for
a combined result of 83% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for
implementing Universal Design for Learning All or Most of the time. This is a consistent
result with Group B which reports 51% of the teachers indicated support from their
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Principal for implementing Universal Design for Learning All of the time and 21% of the
teachers indicated support from their Principal for implementing Universal Design for
Learning for a combined result of 72% of the teachers indicated support from their
Principal for implementing Universal Design for Learning All or Most of the time. As well
as, 12% of teachers in Group A and 13% from Group B report receiving support from their
Principal for implementing Universal Design for Learning Some of the time. This is in
contrast to a combined percentage of 4% of teachers in Group A and 16% Group B
reporting Once in a while, Hardly ever, or Never receiving support from their Principal for
implementing Universal Design for Learning. These results indicate teachers, from both
groups, report support from their Principal when implementing Universal Design for
Learning and are confident to implement the practice when teaching students with
disabilities.
Table 25 -Formative Assessment
#16
Question Scale
All of the time
Most of the time
Some of the time
Once in awhile
Hardly ever
Never
TOTAL

Number Per Question
Group A
Group B
51
20
6
0
2
1
80

23
11
3
0
2
0
39

Percentage per Question
Group A
Group B
64%
25%
8%
0%
2%
1%

51%
28%
8%
0%
5%
0%

Question #16 asked teachers to rate their Principal’s support of Formative
Assessment. There were a total of 119 respondents. Of these respondents, 80 teachers were
from Group A and 39 were from Group B.
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In Group A, 51 teachers, or 64%, reported a 6, on the likert scale, indicating
support from their principal for Formative Assessment All of the time and 20 teachers, or
25%, reported a 5, indicating their principal was supportive Most of the time. Six teachers,
or 8%, reported a 4, indicating support Some of the time and zero reported a 3, indicating
support Once in a while. Two teachers, or 2%, reported a 2, indicating support Hardly
ever, and one teacher, or 1% , reported a 1, indicating support Never.
In Group B, 23 teachers, or 51%, reported a 6, indicating their principal was
supportive of Formative Assessment All of the Time. 11 teachers reported a 5, indicating
support Most of the time and 3 teachers, or 8%, reported a 4, indicating support Some of the
time. Zero teachers reported a 3, indicating support Once in a while, two teachers, or 5%,
reported a 2, indicating support Hardly ever, and zero teachers reported a 1, indicating
support Never.
The survey results to Question #16 indicate that both Group A and B are consistent
when reporting support from their Principal for implementing Formative Assessment.
Group A reports 64% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for
implementing Formative Assessment All of the time and 25% indicated support from their
Principal for implementing Formative Assessment Most of the time, for a combined result
of 89% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for implementing Formative
Assessment All or Most of the time. This is a consistent result with Group B which reports
51% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for implementing Formative
Assessment All of the time and 28% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal
for implementing Formative Assessment Most of the time, for a combined result of 79% of
the teachers indicated support from their Principal for implementing Formative Assessment
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All or Most of the time. This is in contrast to a combined percentage of 11% of teachers in
Group A and 13% Group B reporting Some of the time, Once in a while, Hardly ever, or
Never receiving support from their Principal for implementing Formative Assessment.
These results indicate teachers, from both groups, indicate support from their Principal
when implementing Formative Assessment and are confident to implement the practice
when teaching students with disabilities.
Table 26 - Differentiated Instruction
#17
Question Scale
All of the time
Most of the time
Some of the time
Once in awhile
Hardly ever
Never
TOTAL

Number Per Question
Group A
Group B
58
17
3
1
1
0
80

27
8
3
0
1
0
39

Percentage per Question
Group A
Group B
72%
21%
4%
1%
1%
0%

68%
21%
8%
0%
3%
0%

Question #17 asked teachers to rate their Principal’s support of Differentiated
Instruction. There were a total of 119 respondents. Of these respondents, 80 teachers were
from Group A and 39 were from Group B.
In Group A, 58 teachers, or 72%, reported a 6, on the likert scale, indicating
support from their principal of Differentiated Instruction All of the time and 17 teachers, or
21%, reported a 5, indicating their principal was supportive Most of the time. Three
teachers, or 4%, reported a 4, indicating support Some of the time and one, or 1%, reported
a 3, indicating support Once in a while. One teacher, or 1%, reported a 2, indicating
support Hardly ever, and zero teachers reported a 1, indicating support Never.
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In Group B, 27 teachers, or 68%, reported a 6, indicating their principal was
supportive of Differentiated Instruction All of the Time. Eight teachers, or 21%, reported a
5, indicating support Most of the time and three teachers, or 8%, reported a 4, indicating
support Some of the time. Zero teachers reported a 3, indicating support Once in a while,
one teacher, or 3%, reported a 2, indicating support Hardly ever, and zero teachers reported
a 1, indicating support Never.
The survey results to Question #17 indicate that both Group A and B are consistent
when reporting support from their Principal for implementing Differentiated Instruction.
Group A reports 72% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for
implementing Differentiated Instruction All of the time and 21% indicated support from
their Principal for implementing Differentiated Instruction Most of the time, for a
combined result of 93% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for
implementing Differentiated Instruction All or Most of the time. This is a consistent result
with Group B which reports 68% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for
implementing Differentiated Instruction All of the time and 21% of the teachers indicated
support from their Principal for implementing Differentiated Instruction Most of the time
for a combined result of 89% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for
implementing Differentiated Instruction All or Most of the time. This is in contrast to a
combined percentage of 2% of teachers in Group A and 3% Group B reporting Some of the
time, Once in a while, Hardly ever, or Never receiving support from their Principal for
implementing Differentiated Instruction. These results indicate teachers, from both groups,
indicate support from their Principal when implementing Differentiated Instruction and are
confident to implement the practice when teaching students with disabilities.
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Table 27 - Co-Teaching/Cooperative Teaching
#18
Question Scale
All of the time
Most of the time
Some of the time
Once in awhile
Hardly ever
Never
TOTAL

Number Per Question
Group A
Group B
29
22
10
7
9
3
80

13
6
10
3
3
4
39

Percentage per Question
Group A
Group B
36%
29%
12%
9%
11%
4%

33%
15%
26%
8%
8%
10%

Question #18 asked teachers to rate their Principal’s support of CoTeaching/Cooperative Teaching. There were a total of 119 respondents. Of these
respondents, 80 teachers were from Group A and 39 were from Group B.
In Group A, 29 teachers, or 36%, reported a 6, on the likert scale, indicating
support from their principal for Co-Teaching All of the time and 22 teachers, or 29%
reported a 5, indicating their principal was supportive Most of the time. Ten teachers, or
12%, reported a 4, indicating support Some of the time and seven, or 9%, reported a 3,
indicating support Once in a while. Nine teachers, or 11%, reported a 2, indicating support
Hardly ever, and three teachers, or 4%, reported a 1, indicating support Never.
In Group B, 13 teachers, or 33%, reported a 6, indicating their principal was
supportive of Co-Teaching All of the Time. Six teachers, or 15%, reported a 5, indicating
support Most of the time and ten teachers, or 26%, reported a 4, indicating support Some of
the time. Three teachers, or 8%, reported a 3, indicating support Once in a while, three
teachers, or 3%, reported a 2, indicating support Hardly ever, and four teachers, or 10%,
reported a 1, indicating support Never.
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The survey results to Question #18 indicate that both Group A and B are consistent
when reporting support from their Principal for implementing Co-Teaching/Cooperative
Teaching. Group A reports 36% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for
implementing Co-Teaching/Cooperative Teaching All of the time and 29% indicated
support from their Principal for implementing Co-Teaching/Cooperative Teaching Most of
the time, for a combined result of 65% of the teachers indicated support from their
Principal for implementing Co-Teaching/Cooperative Teaching All or Most of the time.
This is slightly more supportive than reported by Group B. Group B reported 33% of the
teachers indicated support from their Principal for implementing Co-Teaching/Cooperative
Teaching All of the time and 15% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for
implementing Co-Teaching/Cooperative Teaching Most of the time for a combined result of
48% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for implementing CoTeaching/Cooperative Teaching All or Most of the time. Whereas Group A had 12% of the
teachers indicated support from their Principal for implementing Co-Teaching/Cooperative
Teaching Some of the Time and Group B had 26% of the teachers indicated support from
their Principal for implementing Co-Teaching/Cooperative Teaching Some of the Time.
Group A had a combined percentage of 24% of teachers reporting Once in a while, Hardly
ever, or Never receiving support from their Principal for implementing CoTeaching/Cooperative Teaching and Group B had a combined percentage of 26% of the
teachers reporting Once in a while, Hardly ever, or Never receiving support from their
Principal for implementing Co- Teaching/Cooperative Teaching. These results indicate
teachers, from both groups, may have some form of support from their Principal when
implementing a combined percentage of 24% of teachers reporting Once in a while, Hardly
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ever, or Never receiving support from their Principal for implementing CoTeaching/Cooperative Teaching but are either not confident or given to time or resources to
implement the practice when teaching students with disabilities.
Table 28 - Cooperative Learning
#19
Question Scale

Number Per Question
Group A
Group B

All of the time
Most of the time
Some of the time
Once in awhile
Hardly ever
Never
TOTAL

37
31
7
1
3
1
80

17
12
2
4
3
1
39

Percentage per Question
Group A
Group B
46%
39%
9%
1%
4%
1%

44%
31%
5%
10%
8%
3%

Question #19 asked teachers to rate their Principal’s support Cooperative Learning.
There were a total of 119 respondents. Of these respondents, 80 teachers were from Group
A and 39 were from Group B.
In Group A, 37 teachers, or 46%, reported a 6, on the likert scale, indicating
support from their principal for Cooperative Learning All of the time and 31 teachers, or
39%, reported a 5, indicating their principal was supportive Most of the time. Seven
teachers, or 9%, reported a 4, indicating support Some of the time and one, or 1%, reported
a 3, indicating support Once in a while. Three teachers, or 4%, reported a 2, indicating
support Hardly ever, and one teacher, or 1%, reported a 1, indicating support Never.
In Group B, 17 teachers, or 44%, reported a 6, indicating their principal was
supportive of Cooperative Learning All of the Time. 12 teachers, or 31%, reported a 5,
indicating support Most of the time and 2 teachers, or 5%, reported a 4, indicating support
Some of the time. Four teachers, or 10%, reported a 3, indicating support Once in a while,
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three teachers, or 8%, reported a 2, indicating support Hardly ever, and one teacher, or 3%,
reported a 1, indicating support Never.
The survey results to Question #19 indicate that both Group A and B are consistent
when reporting support from their Principal for implementing Cooperative Learning.
Group A reports 46% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for
implementing Cooperative Learning All of the time and 39% indicated support from their
Principal for implementing Cooperative Learning Most of the time, for a combined result
of 85% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for implementing
Cooperative Learning All or Most of the time. This is a consistent result with Group B
which reports 44% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for implementing
Cooperative Learning All of the time and 31% of the teachers indicated support from their
Principal for implementing Cooperative Learning Most of the time for a combined result of
75% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for implementing Cooperative
Learning All or Most of the time. This is in contrast to a combined percentage of 15% of
teachers in Group A and 26% Group B reporting Some of the time, Once in a while, Hardly
ever, or Never receiving support from their Principal for implementing Cooperative
Learning. These results indicate teachers, from both groups, have support from their
Principal when implementing Cooperative Learning and are confident to implement the
practice when teaching students with disabilities.
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Table 29 - Peer Tutoring
#20
Question Scale

Number Per Question
Group A
Group B

All of the time
Most of the time
Some of the time
Once in awhile
Hardly ever
Never
TOTAL

28
31
10
4
5
2
80

11
14
3
3
5
3
39

Percentage per Question
Group A
Group B
35%
39%
12%
5%
6%
2%

28%
36%
8%
8%
13%
8%

Question #20 asked teachers to rate their Principal’s support of Peer Tutoring.
There were a total of 119 respondents. Of these respondents, 80 teachers were from Group
A and 39 were from Group B.
In Group A, 28 teachers, or 35%, reported a 6, on the likert scale, indicating
support from their principal for Peer Tutoring All of the time and 31 teachers, or 39%,
reported a 5, indicating their principal was supportive Most of the time. Ten teachers, or
12%, reported a 4, indicating support Some of the time and four teachers, or 5%, reported a
3, indicating support Once in a while. Five teachers, or 6%, reported a 2, indicating support
Hardly ever, and two teachers, or 2%, reported a 1, indicating support Never.
In Group B, 11 teachers, or 28%, reported a 6, indicating their principal was
supportive of Peer Tutoring All of the Time. 14 teachers, or 36%, reported a 5, indicating
support Most of the time and 3 teachers, or 8%, reported a 4, indicating support Some of the
time. Three teachers, or 8%, reported a 3, indicating support Once in a while, five teachers,
or 13%, reported a 2, indicating support Hardly ever, and three teachers, or 8%, reported a
1, indicating support Never.
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The survey results to Question #20 indicate that both Group A and B are consistent
when reporting support from their Principal for implementing Peer Tutoring. Group A
reports 35% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for implementing Peer
Tutoring All of the time and 39% indicated support from their Principal for implementing
Peer Tutoring Most of the time, for a combined result of 74% of the teachers indicated
support from their Principal for implementing Peer Tutoring All or Most of the time. This is
a fairly consistent result with Group B which reports 28% of the teachers indicated support
from their Principal for implementing Peer Tutoring All of the time and 36% of the teachers
indicated support from their Principal for implementing Peer Tutoring Most of the time for
a combined result of 64% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for
implementing Peer Tutoring All or Most of the time. This is in contrast to a combined
percentage of 25% of teachers in Group A and 37% Group B reporting Some of the time,
Once in a while, Hardly ever, or Never receiving support from their Principal for
implementing Peer Tutoring. These results indicate teachers, from both groups, have
support from their Principal when implementing Peer Tutoring and are somewhat confident
to implement the practice when teaching students with disabilities.
Table 30 – Technology
#21
Question Scale
All of the time
Most of the time
Some of the time
Once in awhile
Hardly ever
Never
TOTAL

Number Per Question
Group A
Group B
52
19
6
3
0
0
80

31
6
1
0
1
0
39
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Percentage per Question
Group A
Group B
65%
24%
8%
4%
0%
0%

79%
15%
3%
0%
3%
0%

Question #21 asked teachers to rate their Principal’s support of Technology as an
instructional practice. There were a total of 119 respondents. Of these respondents, 80
teachers were from Group A and 39 were from Group B.
In Group A, 52 teachers, or 65%, reported a 6, on the likert scale, indicating
support from their principal for Techonlogy All of the time and 19 teachers, or 24%,
reported a 5, indicating their principal was supportive Most of the time. Six teachers, or
8%, reported a 4, indicating support Some of the time and three teachers, or 4%, reported a
3, indicating support Once in a while. Zero teachers reported a 2, indicating support Hardly
ever, and zero teachers reported a 1, indicating support Never.
In Group B, 31 teachers, or 79%, reported a 6, indicating their principal was
supportive of Technology All of the Time. Six teachers, or 15%, reported a 5, indicating
support Most of the time and one teacher, or 3%, reported a 4, indicating support Some of
the time. Zero teachers reported a 3, indicating support Once in a while, one teachers, or
3%, reported a 2, indicating support Hardly ever, and zero teachers reported a 1, indicating
support Never.
The survey results to Question #21 indicate that both Group A and B are consistent
when reporting support from their Principal for implementing Technology. Group A reports
65% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for implementing Technology
All of the time and 24% indicated support from their Principal for implementing
Technology Most of the time, for a combined result of 89% of the teachers indicated
support from their Principal for implementing Technology All or Most of the time. This is a
consistent result with Group B which reports 79% of the teachers indicated support from
their Principal for implementing Technology All of the time and 15% of the teachers
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indicated support from their Principal for implementing Technology Most of the time for a
combined result of 94% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for
implementing Technology All or Most of the time. This is in contrast to a combined
percentage of 12% of teachers in Group A and 6% Group B reporting Some of the time,
Once in a while, Hardly ever, or Never receiving support from their Principal for
implementing Technology. These results indicate teachers, from both groups, have support
from their Principal when implementing Technology and are extremely confident to
implement the practice when teaching students with disabilities.
5. Is there a significant difference between schools implementing instructional
practices that exited Program Improvement, or met Safe Harbor/AYP in the 20122013 school year and those that did not?
A t-test for Independent Means was utilized to determine if there was a significant
difference between Group A and Group B when implementing instructional practices
identified in the study. Figure 12 provides a definition of terms used in the analysis.
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Table 31- Statistical Terms
TERM
The t-test for

DEFINITION
Used to compare the mean scores of two different, or independent,

Independent Means

groups

Group A

Schools that Did Not Exit Program Improvement

Group B

Schools that Did Exit Program Improvement

n

Numbers of participants per group.

Mean

Arithmetic average of all scores.

Standard Deviation

A single number that represents the spread of distribution

t

Test value

df- degrees of freedom

Refers to the number of scores in a frequency distribution that are not
fixed.

Significance

Results are likely to occur by chance

Mean Difference

Difference between the means

Standard Error

The standard deviation of a distribution of differences between sample

Difference

means

95% Confidence

Used to estimate a parameter that is constructed in such a way that the

Interval

interval has a predetermined probability of including the parameter
(Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009)

According to the results of the t-test for Independent Means there was a statistical
difference in three areas of instructional practices and no statistical difference between four
areas of instructional practices. Terms of the statistical analysis are defined as follows:
Table 32- Frequency Analysis – Universal Design for Learning
Group
A
B

t
2.71

df Significance
123 0.0077

n Mean Standard Deviation
83 5.25
0.94
42 4.74
1.13

Mean
difference
0.515

Standard Error
Difference
0.19
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95% Confidence
Interval
.139-376

For Universal Design for Learning, all teachers reporting on the implementation of
this instructional practice (n=125) showed there was a statistical difference between the
two groups. The significant difference in the scores for Group A (M=5.24, SD=.94) and
Group B (M=4.74, SD=1.13) conditions; t (123) = 2.71, p=.0077. Using a threshold of p <
.05, these results suggest that Group A is more likely to implement UDL when teaching
students with disabilities than Group B.
Table 33 - Frequency Analysis – Differentiated Instruction
Group n Mean Standard Deviation
A
83 5.6
0.64
B
42 4.98
0.77

t
0.968

df
123.000

Significance
0.3351

Standard
Error
Difference
0.13

Mean
difference
0.126

95% Confidence
Interval
-.132 - .384

For Differentiated Instruction, all teachers reporting on the implementation of this
instructional practice (n=125) showed there was no statistical difference between the two
groups. There was no significant difference in the scores for Group A (M=5.6, SD=.64) and
Group B (M=4.98, SD=.77) conditions; t (123) = .968, p=.3351. Using a threshold of p <
.05, these results suggest that Group A is equally as likely to implement Differentiated
Instruction as Group B is when teaching students with disabilities.
Table 34 – Frequency Analysis – Formative Assessment
Group
A
B

t
2.477

df
Significance
123.000
0.0146

n Mean
83 5.35
42 4.98

Standard Deviation
0.61
1.07

Mean
difference
0.373
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Standard
Error
Difference
0.151

95% Confidence
Interval
.075-.671

For Formative Assessment, all teachers reporting on the implementation of this
instructional practice (n=125) showed there was a statistical difference between the two
groups. The significant difference in the scores for Group A (M=5.35, SD=.61) and Group
B (M=4.98, SD=1.07) conditions; t (123) = 2.477, p=.0146. Using a threshold of p < .05,
these results suggest that Group A is more likely to implement Formative Assessment when
teaching students with disabilities than Group B.
Table 35 – Frequency Analysis – Cooperative Teaching
Group n Mean Standard Deviation
A
81 3.38
1.4
B
41 3.07
1.78

t
1.05

df
120.000

Significance
0.2958

Mean
difference
0.31

Standard
Error
Difference
0.295

95%
Confidence
Interval
-.274 - .893

For Cooperative Teaching, all teachers reporting on the implementation of this
instructional practice (n=122) showed there was no statistical difference between the two
groups. There was no significant difference in the scores for Group A (M=3.38, SD=1.4)
and Group B (M=3.07, SD=1.78) conditions; t (120) = 1.05, p=.2958. Using a threshold of
p < .05, these results suggest that Group A is equally as likely to implement Cooperative
Teaching as Group B is when teaching students with disabilities.
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Table 36 – Frequency Analysis – Cooperative Learning
Group n Mean Standard Deviation
A
81 3.84
1.36
B
41 3.49
1.53

t
1.29

df
120.000

Significance
0.1999

Mean
difference
0.352

Standard
Error
Difference
0.273

95%
Confidence
Interval
-.188 - .892

For Cooperative Learning, all teachers reporting on the implementation of this
instructional practice (n=122) showed there was no statistical difference between the two
groups. There was no significant difference in the scores for Group A (M=3.84, SD=1.36)
and Group B (M=3.49, SD=1.53) conditions; t (120) = 1.29, p=.1999. Using a threshold of
p < .05, these results suggest that Group A is equally as likely to implement Cooperative
Learning as Group B is when teaching students with disabilities.
Table 37 – Frequency Analysis – Peer Tutoring
Group n Mean Standard Deviation
A
81 3.41
1.25
B
41 2.85
1.31

t
2.268

df
120.000

Significance
0.0251

Mean
difference
0.554

Standard
Error
Difference
0.244

95%
Confidence
Interval
.070-1.037

For Peer Tutoring, all teachers reporting on the implementation of this instructional
practice (n=122) showed there was a statistical difference between the two groups. The
significant difference in the scores for Group A (M=3.41, SD= 1.25) and Group B
(M=2.85, SD=1.13) conditions; t (120) = 2.268, p=.0251. Using a threshold of p < .05,
these results suggest that Group A is more likely to implement Peer Tutoring when
teaching students with disabilities than Group B.
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Table 38 – Frequency Analysis – Technology
Group n Mean
A
81 4.77
B
41 4.78

t
0.085

Standard Deviation
0.91
0.94

df

Significance

Mean
difference

120.000

0.9321

-0.015

Standard
Error
Difference

95%
Confidence
Interval

0.176

-.364 - .334

For Technology, all teachers reporting on the implementation of this instructional
practice (n=122) showed there was no statistical difference between the two groups. There
was no significant difference in the scores for Group A (M=4.77, SD=0.91) and Group B
(M=4.78, SD=0.94) conditions; t (120) = -0.085, p=.9321. Using a threshold of p < .05,
these results suggest that Group A is equally as likely to implement Technology as Group
B is when teaching students with disabilities.
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6. What best inclusionary practices are reported in research for students with disabilities?
Table 39 - Literature Matrix – Inclusionary Practices
Title of Reference – Inclusionary Practices
Broderick, A., Mehta-Parekh, H., & Reid, D. K. (n.d.). Differentiating instruction for
disable students in inclusive classrooms. Theory Into Practice, 44(3).
Donavan, F., Director, E., & Greater Anaheim SELPA. (2011, Summer). Raising the bar
for students with disabilities. The Special EDge, 24(3).
Festus, E. (2012). Making inclusion work in general education classrooms. Education and
Treatment of Children, 35(3).
Fuchs, D. and Fuchs, L. (n.a.) Inclusion vs full inclusion. Profiles and Perspectives, 79–
80.
Fuchs, D., & Fuchs, L. S. (1993). Inclusive schools movement and the radicalization of
special education reform. National Institute of Child Health and Human
Development.
Hallahan, D. P., Kauffman, J. M., & Pullen, P. C. (2009). Exceptional learners, an
introduction to special education (p. 51). Boston: Pearson.
Hocutt, A. M. (1996, Spring). Special education: is placement the critical factor? The
Future of Children SPECIAL EDUCATION FOR STUDENTS WITH
DISABILITIES, 6(1), 77-102.
Hoppey, D., & McLesky, J. (2013). A case study of principal leadership in an effective
inclusive
Huberman, M., & Parish, T. (2011). Lessons from california districts showing unusually
strong academic performance for students in special education. California
Comprehensive Center at WestEd.
Idol, L. (March/April 2006). Toward inclusion of special education students in general
education; A program evaluation of eight schools. Remedial and Special
Education, 27(2).
Institute, D. (2004). Study of mcas achievement and promising practices in urban special
education.
Lerner, J., & Johns, B. (2009). Learning disabilities and related mild disabilities:
Characteristics, teaching strategies, and new directions. Boston: Houghton
Mifflin.
Lipscomb, S. (2009). Students with disabilities and California's special education
program. Public Policy Institute of California.
McMillan, J. H., & Schumacher, S. (2010). Research in education, evidenced-based
inquiry (p. 236). Boston: Pearson.
Meese, R.L., (2001). Teaching learners with mild disabilities; Integrating research and
practice. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth.
Mookerji, T. (2011, August 8). Methods for educating special-needs students. Retrieved
from http://triplehelixblog.com
Obiakor, F. E., Harris, M., Mutua, K., Rotatori, A., & Algozzine, B. (2012). Making
inclusion work in general education classrooms. Education and Treatment of
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Children, 35(3).
Quenemoen, R. (2007, March 29). Testimony of rachel quenemoen, national center on
educational outcomes. Committee on Education and Labor.
Research Agenda Task Force. (2002). Testimony submitted by wayne sailor, ph.d.
President's Commission on Excellence in Special Education.
Sailor, W. (2002). Whole-school success and inclusive education; Building partnerships
for learning, achievement, and accountability. Columbia University, New
York: Teachers College Press.
Scruggs, T. E., & Mastropieri, M. A. (2007). Co-teaching in inclusive classrooms: a
metasynthesis of qualitative research. Council for Exceptional Children, 73(4).
Simon, M., & Black, W. R. (2011). Differentiated accountability policy and school
improvement plans: a look at professional development and inclusive practices
for exceptional students. International Journal of Special Education, 26(2),
160-184.
Snell, M., & Brown, F. (2006). Instruction of students with severe disabilities (p. 493).
New Jersey: Pearson.
Thurlow, M. L. (2012, Summer). The promise and the peril for students with disabilities.
The Special EDge, 25(3).
Zigmond, N. (2003a). Where should students with disabilities receive special education
services? Is one place better than another? The Journal of Special Education,
37(3), 193–199.
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A Literature Matrix was developed to identify the current literature that supports
the inclusionary practices identified in the study. Five inclusionary practices were
identified in 25 sources with 40 different authors.
The first inclusionary practice was Full Inclusion. Full Inclusion was identified in
24 sources as a significant inclusionary practice for students with disabilities. Broderick,
A., Mehta-Parekh, H., & Reid, D. K., n.d., Donavan, F., Director, E., & Greater Anaheim
SELPA, 2011, Festus, E., 2012, Fuchs, D. and Fuchs, L., n.a., Fuchs, D., & Fuchs, L. S.,
1993, Hallahan, D. P., Kauffman, J. M., & Pullen, P. C., 2009, Hocutt, A. M., 1996,
Hoppey, D., & McLesky, J., 2013, Huberman, M., & Parish, T., 2011, Idol, L., 2006,
Institute, D., 2004, Lerner, J., & Johns, B., 2009, Lipscomb, S., 2009, McMillan, J. H., &
Schumacher, S., 2010, Meese, R.L., 2001, Mookerji, T., 2011, Obiakor, F. E., Harris, M.,
Mutua, K., Rotatori, A., & Algozzine, B., 2012, Quenemoen, R., 2007, Research Agenda
Task Force., 2002, Sailor, W., 2002, Scruggs, T. E., & Mastropieri, M. A., 2007, Simon,
M., & Black, W. R., 2011, Snell, M., & Brown, F., 2006, Thurlow, M. L., 2012, Zigmond,
N. , 2003a )
The second practice was Mainstreaming. Mainstreaming was identified in 19
sources as a significant inclusionary practice for students with disabilities. (Fuchs, D. and
Fuchs, L., n.a , Hallahan, D. P., Kauffman, J. M., & Pullen, P. C., 2009, Hocutt, A. M.,
1996, Huberman, M., & Parish, T., 2011, Idol, L., 2006, Lerner, J., & Johns, B., 2009,
Lipscomb, S., 2009, McMillan, J. H., & Schumacher, S., 2010, Meese, R.L., 2001,
Mookerji, T., 2011, Obiakor, F. E., Harris, M., Mutua, K., Rotatori, A., & Algozzine, B.,
2012, Quenemoen, R., 2007, Research Agenda Task Force., 2002, Sailor, W., 2002,
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Scruggs, T. E., & Mastropieri, M. A., 2007, Simon, M., & Black, W. R., 2011, Snell, M.,
& Brown, F., 2006, Thurlow, M. L., 2012, Zigmond, N. , 2003a )
The third practice was Integration. Integration was identified in 19 sources as a
significant inclusionary practice for students with disabilities. (Fuchs, D. and Fuchs, L.,
n.a , Hallahan, D. P., Kauffman, J. M., & Pullen, P. C., 2009, Hocutt, A. M., 1996,
Huberman, M., & Parish, T., 2011, Idol, L., 2006, Lerner, J., & Johns, B., 2009,
Lipscomb, S., 2009, McMillan, J. H., & Schumacher, S., 2010, Meese, R.L., 2001,
Mookerji, T., 2011, Obiakor, F. E., Harris, M., Mutua, K., Rotatori, A., & Algozzine, B.,
2012, Quenemoen, R., 2007, Research Agenda Task Force., 2002, Sailor, W., 2002,
Scruggs, T. E., & Mastropieri, M. A., 2007, Simon, M., & Black, W. R., 2011, Snell, M.,
& Brown, F., 2006, Thurlow, M. L., 2012, Zigmond, N. , 2003a )
The fourth practice was Pull-Out/Resource. Pull-Out/Resource was identified in 14
sources as a significant inclusionary practice for students with disabilities. (Fuchs, D. and
Fuchs, L., n.a., Hallahan, D. P., Kauffman, J. M., & Pullen, P. C., 2009, Hocutt, A. M.,
1996, Huberman, M., & Parish, T., 2011, Idol, L., 2006, Lerner, J., & Johns, B., 2009,
Lipscomb, S., 2009, McMillan, J. H., & Schumacher, S., 2010, Meese, R.L., 2001,
Mookerji, T., 2011, Obiakor, F. E., Harris, M., Mutua, K., Rotatori, A., & Algozzine, B.,
2012, Snell, M., & Brown, F., 2006, Thurlow, M. L., 2012, Zigmond, N. , 2003a)
The fifth practice was SDC/Self-Contained classroom. SDC/Self-Contained
classroom was identified in 13 sources as significant inclusionary practices for students
with disabilities. (Fuchs, D. and Fuchs, L., n.a., Hallahan, D. P., Kauffman, J. M., &
Pullen, P. C., 2009, Hocutt, A. M., 1996, Idol, L., 2006, Idol, L., 2006, Lerner, J., &
Johns, B., 2009, Lipscomb, S., 2009, McMillan, J. H., & Schumacher, S., 2010, Meese,
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R.L., 2001, Mookerji, T., 2011, Quenemoen, R., 2007, Snell, M., & Brown, F., 2006,
Thurlow, M. L., 2012, Zigmond, N. , 2003a )
7. What inclusionary practices are used by Special Education teachers when teaching
students with disabilities?
There are five inclusionary practices identified by the study: Full Inclusion,
Mainstreaming, Integration, Pull-Out/Resource, Self-Contained/SDC. The first
inclusionary practice identified was Full Inclusion. This is defined as students with
disabilities receiving their entire academic curriculum in the general education classroom.
Table 40 - Full Inclusion
#10
Question Scale
All of the time
Most of the time
Some of the time
Once in awhile
Hardly ever
Never

Number Per Question
Group A
Group B
4
11
26
12
11
17
81

1
5
7
2
12
14
41

Percentage per Question
Group A
Group B
5%
14%
32%
15%
14%
21%

2%
12%
17%
2%
29%
34%

Question #10 asked teachers to rate how often Full Inclusion was implemented on
their school site. Full Inclusion is defined as students with disabilities receiving their entire
academic curriculum in the general education classroom. There were a total of 122
respondents. Of these respondents, 81 were teachers from Group A and 41 were teachers
from Group B.
In Group A, 4 teachers, or 5%, reported a 6, indicating implementation of Full
Inclusion All of the time. 11 teachers, or 14%, reported a 5, indicating implementation Most
of the time and 26 teachers, or 32%, reported a 4, indicating implementation of technology
Some of the time. 12 teachers, or 15%, reported a 3, indicating implementation Once in a
167

while, 11 teachers, or 14%, reported a 2, indicating implementation Hardly ever, and 17
teachers, or 21%, reported a 1, indicating implementation Never.
In Group B, one teacher, or 2%, reported a 6, indicating implementation of Full
Inclusion All of the time. 5 teachers, or 12%, reported a 5, indicating implementation Most
of time, seven teachers, or 17%, reported a 4, indicating implementation Full Inclusion
Some of the time, two teachers, or 2%, reported a 3, indicating implementation Once in a
while. 12 teachers, or 29%, reported a 2, indicating implementation Hardly ever, and 14
teachers, or 34%, reported a 1, indicating implementation of Full Inclusion Never.
The survey results to Question #10 indicate that Group A implements Full Inclusion
more consistently than Group B. Group A reports that 5% of the teachers implement Full
Inclusion All of the time, 14% implement Full Inclusion Most of the time, 32% of the
teachers implement Full Inclusion Some of the time for a combined result of 51% of the
teachers implement Full Inclusion All, Most of the time or Some of the time. In comparison,
Group B reports 2% of the teachers implement Full Inclusion All of the time, 12% of the
teachers implement Full Inclusion Most of the time, and 17% of the teachers implement
Full Inclusion Some of the time, for a combined result of 31% of the teachers implement
Full Inclusion All, Most or Some of the time. However, Group A reports 15% of the
teachers implement Full Inclusion Once in a while, 14% of the teachers implement Full
Inclusion Hardly ever, and 21% of the teachers implement Full Inclusion Never and Group
B reports 2% of the teachers implement Full Inclusion Once in a while, 29% of the
teachers implement Full Inclusion Hardly ever, and 34% of the teachers implement Full
Inclusion Never. These results indicate teachers, from both groups, are not fully aware of
the significant importance of Full Inclusion when teaching students with disabilities;
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however Group A is more consistent with their implementation some of the time. These
results also indicate an incomplete understanding of the how to implement this practice.
Table 41 - Mainstreaming
#11
Question Scale
All of the time
Most of the time
Some of the time
Once in awhile
Hardly ever
Never

Number Per Question
Group A
Group B
17
29
25
5
3
2
81

7
5
12
6
8
3
41

Percentage per Question
Group A
Group B
21%
36%
31%
6%
4%
2%

17%
12%
29%
15%
20%
7%

Question #11 asked teachers to rate how often Mainstreaming was implemented on
their school site. Mainstreaming is defined as a method used by Special Education teachers
to integrate students with disabilities into the general education classroom that require
minimal support from the special education teacher.
In response to the implementation of Mainstreaming, there were a total of 122
respondents. Of these respondents, 81 were teachers from Group A and 41 were teachers
from Group B.
In Group A, 17 teachers, or 21%, reported a 6, indicating implementation of
Mainstreaming All of the time. 29 teachers, or 36%, reported a 5, indicating
implementation Most of the time and 25 teachers, or 31%, reported a 4, indicating
implementation of Mainstreaming Some of the time. 5 teachers, or 6%, reported a 3,
indicating implementation Once in a while, 3 teachers, or 4%, reported a 2, indicating
implementation Hardly ever, and 2 teachers, or 2%, reported a 1, indicating
implementation Never.
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In Group B, seven teacher, or 17%, reported a 6, indicating implementation of
Mainstreaming All of the time. 5 teachers, or 12%, reported a 5, indicating implementation
Most of time, 12 teachers, or 29%, reported a 4, indicating implementation Mainstreaming
Some of the time. Six teachers, or 15%, reported a 3, indicating implementation Once in a
while, eight teachers, or 20%, reported a 2, indicating implementation Hardly ever, and
three teachers, or 7%, reported a 1, indicating implementation of Mainstreaming Never.
The survey results to Question #11 indicate that Group A implements
Mainstreaming more consistently than Group B. Group A reports that 21% of the teachers
implement Mainstreaming All of the time, 36% implement Mainstreaming Most of the time
and 31% % implement Mainstreaming Some of the time for a combined result of 88% of
the teachers implement Mainstreaming All, Most or Some of the time. In contrast, Group B
reports 17% of the teachers implement Mainstreaming All of the time, 12% of the teachers
implement Mainstreaming Most of the time, and 29% implement Mainstreaming 29%
Some of the time, for a combined result of 58% of the teachers implement Mainstreaming
All, Most, or Some of the time. Group A also reported 6% of the teachers implement
Mainstreaming Once in a while, 4% implemented Mainstreaming Hardly ever and 2%
implemented Mainstreaming Never for a combined 12% implementing Mainstreaming
Once in a while, Hardly ever or Never. Whereas Group B reported 15% of teachers
implementing Mainstreaming Once in a while, 20% implementing Mainstreaming Hardly
ever, and 7% implementing Mainstreaming Never, for a combined 42% implementing
Mainstreaming Once in a while, Hardly ever, or Never These results indicate teachers from
Group A are more consistent when implementing Mainstreaming, however results indicate
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both groups are aware of Mainstreaming and its significance when teaching students with
disabilities.
Table 42 - Integration
#12
Question Scale
All of the time
Most of the time
Some of the time
Once in awhile
Hardly ever
Never

Number Per Question
Group A
Group B
33
13
15
1
10
9
81

24
6
4
1
1
5
41

Percentage per Question
Group A
Group B
41%
16%
19%
1%
12%
11%

59%
15%
10%
2%
2%
12%

Question #12 asked teachers to rate how often Integration was implemented on
their school site. This is defined as students with disabilities having proximity to the
general education classes, and only include for recess, lunch, assemblies.
In response to the implementation of Integration, there were a total of 122
respondents. Of these respondents, 81 were teachers from Group A and 41 were teachers
from Group B.
In Group A, 33 teachers, or 41%, reported a 6, indicating implementation of
Integration All of the time. 13 teachers, or 16%, reported a 5, indicating implementation
Most of the time and 15 teachers, or 19%, reported a 4, indicating implementation of
Integration Some of the time. One teacher, or 1%, reported a 3, indicating implementation
Once in a while, 10 teachers, or 12%, reported a 2, indicating implementation Hardly ever,
and 9 teachers, or 11%, reported a 1, indicating implementation Never.
In Group B, 24 teacher, or 59%, reported a 6, indicating implementation of
Integration All of the time. Six teachers, or 15%, reported a 5, indicating implementation
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Most of time, Four teachers, or 10%, reported a 4, indicating implementation Integration
Some of the time. One teacher, or 2%, reported a 3, indicating implementation Once in a
while, one teacher, or 1%, reported a 2, indicating implementation Hardly ever, and five
teachers, or 12%, reported a 1, indicating implementation of Integration Never.
The survey results to Question #12 indicate that both groups are consistent when
implementing Integration. Group A reports that 41% of the teachers implement Integration
All of the time, 16% implement Integration Most of the time and19% implement Integration
Some of the time for a combined result of 76% of the teachers implement Integration All,
Most or Some of the time. Group B reports 59% of the teachers implement Integration All
of the time, 15% of the teachers implement Integration Most of the time, and 10%
implement Integration Some of the time, for a combined result of 84% of the teachers
implement Integration All, Most, or Some of the time. Group A reported 1% of the teachers
implement Integration Once in a while, 12% implemented Integration Hardly ever and
11% implemented Integration Never for a combined 24% implementing Integration Once
in a while, Hardly ever or Never. Whereas Group B reported 2% of teachers implementing
Integration Once in a while, 2% implementing Integration Hardly ever, and 12%
implementing Integration Never, for a combined 16% implementing Integration Once in a
while, Hardly ever, or Never These results indicate teachers from both groups are
consistent when implementing Integration, however Group B is more consistent with
implementing Integration All the time, but results also indicate both groups are aware of
Integration and its significance when teaching students with disabilities.
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Table 43 - Pull-Out/Resource
#13
Question Scale
All of the time
Most of the time
Some of the time
Once in awhile
Hardly ever
Never

Number Per Question
Group A
Group B
15
15
26
5
6
14
81

9
4
10
4
5
9
41

Percentage per Question
Group A
Group B
19%
19%
32%
5%
7%
17%

22%
10%
24%
10%
12%
22%

Question #13 asked teachers to rate how often Pull-Out/Resource was implemented
on their school site. This is defined as students with disabilities “pulled-out” or taken out,
of the general education classrooms, and taught separately, to receive services in specific
curriculum.
In response to the implementation of Pull-Out/Resource, there were a total of 122
respondents. Of these respondents, 81 were teachers from Group A and 41 were teachers
from Group B.
In Group A, 15 teachers, or 19%, reported a 6, indicating implementation of PullOut/Resource All of the time. 15 teachers, or 19%, reported a 5, indicating implementation
Most of the time and 26 teachers, or 32%, reported a 4, indicating implementation of PullOut/Resource Some of the time. Five teachers, or 5%, reported a 3, indicating
implementation Once in a while, six teachers, or 7%, reported a 2, indicating
implementation Hardly ever, and 14 teachers, or 17%, reported a 1, indicating
implementation Never.
In Group B, nine teacher, or 22%, reported a 6, indicating implementation of PullOut/Resource All of the time. Four teachers, or 10%, reported a 5, indicating
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implementation Most of time, ten teachers, or 24%, reported a 4, indicating implementation
Pull-Out/Resource Some of the time. Four teachers, or 10%, reported a 3, indicating
implementation Once in a while, five teachers, or 12%, reported a 2, indicating
implementation Hardly ever, and nine teachers, or 22%, reported a 1, indicating
implementation of Pull-Out/Resource Never.
The survey results to Question #13 indicate that both groups are fairly consistent
when implementing Pull-Out/Resource. Group A reports that 19% of the teachers
implement Pull-Out/Resource All of the time, 19% implement Pull-Out/Resource Most of
the time and 32% implement Pull-Out/Resource Some of the time for a combined result of
70% of the teachers implement Pull-Out/Resource All, Most or Some of the time. Group B
reports 22% of the teachers implement Pull-Out/Resource All of the time, 10% of the
teachers implement Pull-Out/Resource Most of the time, and 24% implement PullOut/Resource Some of the time, for a combined result of 56% of the teachers implement
Pull-Out/Resource All, Most, or Some of the time. In contrast, Group A reported 5% of the
teachers implement Pull-Out/Resource Once in a while, 7% implemented PullOut/Resource Hardly ever and 17% implemented Pull-Out/Resource Never for a combined
29% implementing Pull-Out/Resource Once in a while, Hardly ever or Never. Whereas
Group B reported 10% of teachers implementing Pull-Out/Resource Once in a while, 12%
implementing Pull-Out/Resource Hardly ever, and 22% implementing Pull-Out/Resource
Never, for a combined 44% implementing Pull-Out/Resource Once in a while, Hardly ever,
or Never These results indicate teachers from Group A are more consistent in
implementing Pull-Out/Resource then Group B. However, both groups demonstrate an
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understanding of the practice and ability to implement it when teaching students with
disabilities.
Table 44 - SDC/Self-Contained
#14
Question Scale

Number Per Question
Group A
Group B

All of the time
Most of the time
Some of the time
Once in awhile
Hardly ever
Never

28
20
21
3
3
6
81

18
11
3
0
2
7
41

Percentage per Question
Group A
Group B
35%
25%
26%
4%
4%
7%

44%
27%
7%
0%
5%
17%

Question #14 asked teachers to rate how often Self-Contained/Separate Class were
implemented on their school site. This is defined as having students with disabilities
separated from general education classrooms for more than 60% of the day to receive
instruction.
In response to the implementation of Self-Contained/Separate Class, there were a
total of 122 respondents. Of these respondents, 81 were teachers from Group A and 41
were teachers from Group B.
In Group A, 28 teachers, or 35%, reported a 6, indicating implementation of SelfContained/Separate Class All of the time. 20 teachers, or 25%, reported a 5, indicating
implementation Most of the time and 21 teachers, or 26%, reported a 4, indicating
implementation of Self-Contained/Separate Class Some of the time. Three teachers, or 4%,
reported a 3, indicating implementation Once in a while, three teachers, or 4%, reported a
2, indicating implementation Hardly ever, and six teachers, or 7%, reported a 1, indicating
implementation Never.
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In Group B, 18 teachers, or 44%, reported a 6, indicating implementation of SelfContained/Separate three teachers, or 7%, reported a 4, indicating implementation SelfContained/Separate Class Some of the time. Zero teachers reported a 3, indicating
implementation Once in a while, two teachers, or 5%, reported a 2, indicating
implementation Hardly ever, and seven teachers, or 17%, reported a 1, indicating
implementation of Self-Contained/Separate Class Never.
The survey results to Question #14 indicate that both groups are consistent when
implementing SDC/Self-Contained. Group A reports that 35% of the teachers implement
SDC/Self-Contained All of the time, 25% implement SDC/Self-Contained Most of the time
and 26% implement SDC/Self-Contained Some of the time for a combined result of 86% of
the teachers implement SDC/Self-Contained All, Most or Some of the time. In comparison,
Group B reports 44% of the teachers implement SDC/Self-Contained All of the time, 27%
of the teachers implement SDC/Self-Contained Most of the time, and 7% implement
SDC/Self-Contained Some of the time, for a combined result of 78% of the teachers
implement SDC/Self-Contained All, Most, or Some of the time. In contrast, Group A
reported 4% of the teachers implement SDC/Self-Contained Once in a while, 4%
implemented SDC/Self-Contained Hardly ever and 7% implemented SDC/Self-Contained
Never for a combined 15% implementing SDC/Self-Contained Once in a while, Hardly
ever or Never. Along with Group B which reported 0% of teachers implementing
SDC/Self-Contained Once in a while, 5% implementing SDC/Self-Contained Hardly ever,
and 17% implementing SDC/Self-Contained Never, for a combined 22% implementing
SDC/Self-Contained Once in a while, Hardly ever, or Never These results indicate teachers
from Group A are more consistent in implementing SDC/Self-Contained then Group B.
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However, both groups demonstrate an understanding of the practice and ability to
implement it when teaching students with disabilities.
8. What inclusionary practices were supported by principals of elementary schools,
with a subgroup of students with disabilities, which exited Program Improvement,
or met “Safe Harbor”/AYP, in 2012-2013 school year, as identified by Special
Education teachers?
9. What inclusionary practices were supported by principals of elementary schools,
with a subgroup of students with disabilities, which did not exit Program
Improvement, or meet “Safe Harbor”/AYP, in 2012-2013 school year, as identified
by Special Education teachers?
Research questions #8 and #9 were addressed by the same questions in each survey
per group. Questions 22-26 asked the teacher to identify how supportive their principal
was in the implementation of inclusionary practices. Individual inclusionary practice was
identified per question.
Table 45 – Principal Support of Full Inclusion
#22
Question Scale
All of the time
Most of the time
Some of the time
Once in awhile
Hardly ever
Never

Number Per Question
Group A
Group B
27
12
23
6
5
7
80

7
5
10
2
7
7
38

Percentage per Question
Group A
Group B
34%
15%
29%
8%
6%
9%

18%
13%
26%
5%
18%
18%

Question #22 asked teachers to rate their Principal’s support of Full Inclusion at the
school site. There were a total of 118 respondents. Of these respondents, 80 teachers were
from Group A and 38 were from Group B.
In Group A, 27 teachers, or 34%, reported a 6, on the likert scale, indicating
support from their principal for Full Inclusion All of the time and 12 teachers, or 15%,
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reported a 5, indicating their principal was supportive Most of the time. 23 teachers, or
29%, reported a 4, indicating support Some of the time and six teachers, or 8%, reported a
3, indicating support Once in a while. Five teachers, or 6%, reported a 2, indicating support
Hardly ever, and seven teachers, or 9%, reported a 1, indicating support Never.
Of the 38 respondents from Group B, seven teachers, or 18%, reported a 6,
indicating their principal was supportive of Full Inclusion All of the Time. Five teachers, or
13%, reported a 5, indicating support Most of the time and ten teachers, or 26%, reported a
4, indicating support Some of the time. Two teachers, or 5%, reported a 3, indicating
support Once in a while, seven teachers, or 18%, reported a 2, indicating support Hardly
ever, and seven teachers, or 18%, reported a 1, indicating support Never.
The survey results to Question #22 indicate that Group A is slightly more consistent
when reporting support from their Principal for implementing Full Inclusion. Group A
reports 34% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for implementing Full
Inclusion All of the time 15% indicated support from their Principal for implementing Full
Inclusion Most of the time and 29% indicated support from their Principal for
implementing Full Inclusion Some of the time for a combined result of 78% of the teachers
indicated support from their Principal for implementing Full Inclusion All, Most, or Some
of the time. This is slightly more consistent than Group B which reported 18% of the
teachers indicated support from their Principal for implementing Full Inclusion All of the
time, 13% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for implementing Full
Inclusion Most of the time, and 26% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal
for implementing Full Inclusion Some of the time, for a combined result of 57% of the
teachers indicated support from their Principal for implementing Full Inclusion All, Most,
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or Some of the time. This is in contrast to a combined percentage of 23% of teachers in
Group A reporting receiving support from their Principal for implementing Full Inclusion
Once in a while, Hardly ever, or Never. However, Group B reported 5% of the teachers
indicated support from their Principal for implementing Full Inclusion Once in a while,
18% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for implementing Full Inclusion
Hardly ever, and 18% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for
implementing Full Inclusion Never, for a combined 41% of the teachers indicated support
from their Principal for implementing Full Inclusion Once in a while, Hardly ever, or
Never. These results indicate teachers in Group A are more supported to implement Full
Inclusion than the teachers in Group B, however there is indication that both groups
recognize the importance of having the principal support the implementation of Full
Inclusion when teaching students with disabilities.
Table 46 - Principal Support of Mainstreaming
#23
Question Scale
All of the time
Most of the time
Some of the time
Once in awhile
Hardly ever
Never

Number Per Question
Group A
Group B
39
17
18
4
2
0
80

14
10
9
2
1
2
38

Percentage per Question
Group A
Group B
49%
21%
22%
5%
2%
0%

37%
26%
24%
5%
3%
5%

Question #23 asked teachers to rate their Principal’s support of Mainstreaming on
their school site. There were a total of 118 respondents. Of these respondents, 80 teachers
were from Group A and 38 were from Group B.
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In Group A, 39 teachers, or 49%, reported a 6, on the likert scale, indicating
support from their principal for Mainstreaming All of the time and 17 teachers, or 21%,
reported a 5, indicating their principal was supportive Most of the time. 18 teachers, or
22%, reported a 4, indicating support Some of the time and four teachers, or 5%, reported a
3, indicating support Once in a while. Two teachers, or 2%, reported a 2, indicating
support Hardly ever, and zero teachers reported a 1, indicating support Never.
In Group B, 14 teachers, or 37%, reported a 6, indicating their principal was
supportive of Mainstreaming All of the Time. Ten teachers, or 26%, reported a 5, indicating
support Most of the time and nine teachers, or 24%, reported a 4, indicating support Some
of the time. Two teachers, or 5%, reported a 3, indicating support Once in a while, one
teacher, or 3%, reported a 2, indicating support Hardly ever, and two teachers, or 5%,
reported a 1, indicating support Never.
The survey results to Question #23 indicate that Group A is slightly more consistent
when reporting support from their Principal for implementing Mainstreaming. Group A
reports 49% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for implementing
Mainstreaming All of the time, 21% indicated support from their Principal for
implementing Mainstreaming Most of the time and 22% indicated support from their
Principal for implementing Mainstreaming Some of the time for a combined result of 92%
of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for implementing Mainstreaming All,
Most, or Some of the time. This is slightly more consistent than Group B which reported
37% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for implementing
Mainstreaming All of the time, 26% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal
for implementing Mainstreaming Most of the time, and 24% of the teachers indicated
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support from their Principal for implementing Mainstreaming Some of the time, for a
combined result of 87% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for
implementing Mainstreaming All, Most, or Some of the time. This is in contrast to a
combined percentage of 7% of teachers in Group A and 13% of teachers in Group B
reporting receiving support from their Principal for implementing Mainstreaming Once in
a while, Hardly ever, or Never. These results indicate teachers in Group A report having
more support to implement Mainstreaming than the teachers in Group B, however there is
indication that both groups recognize the importance of having the principal support the
implementation of Mainstreaming when teaching students with disabilities.
Table 47 - Principal Support of Integration
#24
Question Scale
All of the time
Most of the time
Some of the time
Once in awhile
Hardly ever
Never

Number Per Question
Group A
Group B
34
25
13
3
4
1
80

18
8
7
2
1
2
38

Percentage per Question
Group A
Group B
42%
31%
16%
4%
5%
1%

47%
21%
18%
5%
3%
5%

Question #24 asked teachers to rate their Principal’s support of Integration on their school
site. There were a total of 118 respondents. Of these respondents, 80 teachers were from
Group A and 38 were from Group B.
In Group A, 39 teachers, or 49%, reported a 6, on the likert scale, indicating
support from their principal fo Integration All of the time and 17 teachers, or 21%, reported
a 5, indicating their principal was supportive Most of the time. 18 teachers, or 22%,
reported a 4, indicating support Some of the time and four teachers, or 5%, reported a 3,
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indicating support Once in a while. Two teachers, or 2%, reported a 2, indicating support
Hardly ever, and zero teachers reported a 1, indicating support Never.
In Group B, 14 teachers, or 37%, reported a 6, indicating their principal was
supportive of Integration All of the Time. Ten teachers, or 26%, reported a 5, indicating
support Most of the time and nine teachers, or 24%, reported a 4, indicating support Some
of the time. Two teachers, or 5%, reported a 3, indicating support Once in a while, one
teacher, or 3%, reported a 2, indicating support Hardly ever, and two teachers, or 5%,
reported a 1, indicating support Never.
The survey results to Question #24 indicate both Group A and Group B equally
consistent when reporting support from their Principal for implementing Integration.
Group A reports 42% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for
implementing Integration All of the time, 31% indicated support from their Principal for
implementing Integration Most of the time and 16% indicated support from their Principal
for implementing Integration Some of the time for a combined result of 89% of the teachers
indicated support from their Principal for implementing Integration All, Most, or Some of
the time. Group B equally reported 47% of the teachers indicated support from their
Principal for implementing Integration All of the time, 21% of the teachers indicated
support from their Principal for implementing Integration Most of the time, and 18% of the
teachers indicated support from their Principal for implementing Integration Some of the
time, for a combined result of 86% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal
for implementing Integration All, Most, or Some of the time. This is in contrast to a
combined percentage of 10% of teachers in Group A and 13% of teachers in Group B
reporting receiving support from their Principal for implementing Integration Once in a
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while, Hardly ever, or Never. These results indicate teachers in both groups report having
support from their principal to implement Integration and recognize the importance of
having the support when teaching students with disabilities.

Table 48 - Principal Support of Pull-out/Resource
#25
Question Scale
All of the time
Most of the time
Some of the time
Once in awhile
Hardly ever
Never

Number Per Question
Group A
Group B
36
25
13
3
1
2
80

21
8
7
0
1
1
38

Percentage per Question
Group A
Group B
45%
31%
16%
4%
1%
2%

55%
21%
18%
0%
3%
3%

Question #25 asked teachers to rate their Principal’s support of Pull-Out/Resource
on their school site. There were a total of 118 respondents. Of these respondents, 80
teachers were from Group A and 38 were from Group B.
In Group A, 36 teachers, or 45%, reported a 6, on the likert scale, indicating
support from their principal for Pull-Out/Resource All of the time and 25 teachers, or 31%,
reported a 5, indicating their principal was supportive Most of the time. 13 teachers, or
16%, reported a 4, indicating support Some of the time. Three teachers, or 4%, reported a 3,
indicating support Once in a while. One teacher, or 1%, reported a 2, indicating support
Hardly ever, and two teachers, or 2%, reported a 1, indicating support Never.
In Group B, 21 teachers, or 55%, reported a 6, indicating their principal was
supportive of Pull-Out/Resource All of the Time. Eight teachers, or 21%, reported a 5,
indicating support Most of the time and seven teachers, or 18%, reported a 4, indicating
support Some of the time. Zero teachers reported a 3, indicating support Once in a while,
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one teacher, or 3%, reported a 2, indicating support Hardly ever, and one teacher, or 3%,
reported a 1, indicating support Never.
The survey results to Question #25indicate both Group A and Group B equally
consistent when reporting support from their Principal for implementing Pullout/Resource. Group A reports 45% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal
for implementing Pull-out/Resource All of the time, 31% indicated support from their
Principal for implementing Integration Most of the time and 16% indicated support from
their Principal for implementing Pull-out/Resource Some of the time for a combined result
of 92% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for implementing Pullout/Resource All, Most, or Some of the time. Group B equally reported 55% of the teachers
indicated support from their Principal for implementing Integration All of the time, 21% of
the teachers indicated support from their Principal for implementing Integration Most of
the time, and 18% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for implementing
Integration Some of the time, for a combined result of 94% of the teachers indicated
support from their Principal for implementing Pull-out/Resource All, Most, or Some of the
time. This is in contrast to a combined percentage of 7% of teachers in Group A and 6% of
teachers in Group B reporting receiving support from their Principal for implementing
Pull-Out/Resource Once in a while, Hardly ever, or Never. These results indicate teachers
in both groups report having support from their principal to implement Pull-out/Resource
and recognize the importance of having the support when teaching students with
disabilities.
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Table 49 - Principal Support of Self-Contained/SDC
#26
Question Scale
All of the time
Most of the time
Some of the time
Once in awhile
Hardly ever
Never

Number Per Question
Group A
Group B
35
28
13
2
0
2
80

23
7
4
1
0
3
38

Percentage per Question
Group A
Group B
44%
35%
16%
2%
0%
2%

61%
18%
11%
3%
0%
8%

Question #26 asked teachers to rate their Principal’s support of SelfContained/SDC classes on their school site. There were a total of 118 respondents. Of
these respondents, 80 teachers were from Group A and 38 were from Group B.
In Group A, 35 teachers, or 44%, reported a 6, on the likert scale, indicating
support from their principal for Self-Contained/SDC classes All of the time and 28
teachers, or 35%, reported a 5, indicating their principal was supportive Most of the time.
13 teachers, or 16%, reported a 4, indicating support Some of the time and two teachers, or
2%, reported a 3, indicating support Once in a while. Zero teachers reported a 2, indicating
support Hardly ever, and two teachers, or 2%, reported a 1, indicating support Never.
In Group B, 23 teachers, or 61%, reported a 6, indicating their principal was
supportive of Self-Contained/SDC classes All of the Time. Sevent teachers, or 18%,
reported a 5, indicating support Most of the time and four teachers, or 11%, reported a 4,
indicating support Some of the time. One teacher, or 3%, reported a 3, indicating support
Once in a while, zero teachers reported a 2, indicating support Hardly ever, and three
teachers, or 8%, reported a 1, indicating support Never.
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The survey results to Question #26 indicate both Group A and Group B equally
consistent when reporting support from their Principal for implementing SelfContained/SDC. Group A reports 44% of the teachers indicated support from their
Principal for implementing Self-Contained/SDC All of the time, 35% indicated support
from their Principal for implementing Integration Most of the time and 16% indicated
support from their Principal for implementing Pull-out/Resource Some of the time for a
combined result of 95% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for
implementing Self-Contained/SDC All, Most, or Some of the time. Group B equally
reported 61% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for implementing
Integration All of the time, 18% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for
implementing Integration Most of the time, and 18% of the teachers indicated support from
their Principal for implementing Integration Some of the time, for a combined result of
90% of the teachers indicated support from their Principal for implementing Pullout/Resource All, Most, or Some of the time. This is in contrast to a combined percentage
of 4% of teachers in Group A and 11% of teachers in Group B reporting receiving support
from their Principal for implementing Self-Contained/SDC Once in a while, Hardly ever,
or Never. These results indicate teachers in both groups report having support from their
principal to implement Self-Contained/SDC and recognize the importance of having the
support when teaching students with disabilities.
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10. Is there a significant difference between schools implementing inclusionary
practices that exited Program Improvement, or met Safe Harbor/AYP, in 2012-2013
school year, and those that did not?
A t-test for Independent Means was utilized to determine if there was a significant
difference between Group A and Group B when implementing inclusionary practices
identified in the study. Figure 12 provides a definition of terms used in the analysis.
Table 50– Frequency Analysis – Full Inclusion
Group
A
B

t
2.313

df
120.000

n Mean
81 3.19
41 2.51

Standard Deviation
1.51
1.53

Mean
difference
0.673

Significance
0.0224

Standard
Error
Difference
0.291

95%
Confidence
Interval
.097-1.249

For Full Inclusion, all teachers reporting on the implementation of this inclusionary
practice (n=122) showed there was a statistical difference between the two groups. The
significant difference in the scores for Group A (M=3.19, SD= 1.51) and Group B
(M=2.51, SD=1.53) conditions; t (120) = 2.313, p=.0224. Using a threshold of p < .05,
these results suggest that Group A is more likely to implement Full Inclusion than Group B
when teaching students with disabilities.
Table 51– Frequency Analysis – Mainstreaming
Group
A
B

t
3.475

df
120.000

n
81
41

Significance
0.0007

Mean
4.57
3.71

Standard Deviation
1.15
1.54

Mean
difference
0.861
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Standard
Error
Difference
0.248

95%
Confidence
Interval
.370-1.351

For Mainstreaming, all teachers reporting on the implementation of this
instructional practice (n=122) showed there is a statistical difference between the two
groups. The significant difference in the scores for Group A (M= 4.57, SD= 1.15) and
Group B (M=3.71, SD=1.54) conditions; t (120) = 3.475, p=.0007. Using a threshold of p
< .05, these results suggest that Group A is more likely to implement Mainstreaming than
Group B when teaching students with disabilities.
Table 52– Frequency Analysis – Integration

t
-1.461

df
120.000

Group

n

Mean

Standard Deviation

A
B

81
41

4.38
4.88

1.79
1.73

Significance
0.1467

Mean
difference
-0.495

Standard
Error
Difference
0.339

95%
Confidence
Interval
-1.167 - .176

For Integration, all teachers reporting on the implementation of this instructional
practice (n=122) showed there was no statistical difference between the two groups. There
was no significant difference in the scores for Group A (M=4.38, SD=1.79) and Group B
(M=4.88, SD=1.73) conditions; t (120) = -1.461, p=.1467. Using a threshold of p < .05,
these results suggest that Group A is equally as likely to implement Integration as Group B
is when teaching students with disabilities.
Table 53 – Frequency Analysis – Pull-Out/Resource
Group n Mean Standard Deviation
A
81 3.83
1.69
B
41 3.54
1.85

t
0.845

df
74.000

Significance
0.4007

Mean
difference
0.291
188

Standard
Error
Difference
0.344

95% Confidence
Interval
-.394 - .976

For Pull-Out/Resource, all teachers reporting on the implementation of this
instructional practice (n=122) showed there was no statistical difference between the two
groups. There was no significant difference in the scores for Group A (M=3.83, SD=1.69)
and Group B (M=3.54, SD=1.85) conditions; t (74) = .845, p=.4007. Using a threshold of p
< .05, these results suggest that Group A is equally as likely to implement PullOut/Resource as Group B is when teaching students with disabilities.
Table 54- Frequency Analysis – SDC/Self-Contained
Group n
A
81
B
41

t
0.221

df
120.000

Significance
0.8258

Mean
4.6
4.54

Standard Deviation
1.46
1.89

Mean
difference
0.068

Standard
Error
Difference
0.31

95%
Confidence
Interval
-.545 - .682

For SDC/Self-Contained, all teachers reporting on the implementation of this
instructional practice (n=122) showed there was no statistical difference between the two
groups. There was no significant difference in the scores for Group A (M=4.60, SD=1.46)
and Group B (M= 4.54, SD=1.89) conditions; t (120) = .221, p=.8258. Using a threshold of
p < .05, these results suggest that Group A is equally as likely to implement PullOut/Resource as Group B is when teaching students with disabilities.
To further address research question #10, as well as address Questions #8 and #9,
regarding principal support for inclusionary and instructional practices, a statistical
comparison of teachers and principals within the same group was conducted and compared
to the same statistical comparison of the other group.
A statistical analysis of teachers’ likelihood of implementation of instructional and
inclusionary practices compared to their perception of their principal’s support of these
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same practices was conducted to determine if there was a significant difference between
the two sections. The analysis was conducted for both Group A and Group B. The data
from both groups was then compared to determine if there was a difference between
implementation and principal support between the groups.
Table 55 – Comparison Chart – UDL
Standard
Deviation
0.94
0.99

Group A

n

Mean

Teachers
Principals

83
80

5.25
5.21

t

df

Significance

Mean
difference

0.268

159

0.7887

0.041

Group B

n

Mean

Teachers
Principals

41
38

4.54
5.13

Standard
Error
Difference

95% Confidence
Interval

0.377

-1.347 - .157

t

df

Significance

Mean
difference

-1.577

74

0.1192

-0.595

Standard
Error
Difference
0.151

95% Confidence
Interval
-0.597

Standard
Deviation
1.89
1.46

For Universal Design for Learning, all teachers reporting on the implementation
and perceived support from their principal (Group A – 163 and Group B – 79), showed
there was no statistical difference between implementation and perception in Group A or
Group B. There was no significant difference in the scores for Group A (Teacher: M=5.25,
SD= .94; Principal: M=5.21, SD=.99) and Group B (Teacher M=4.54, SD=1.89; Principal:
5.13, SD=1.46) conditions; Group A - t (159) = .268, p=.7887 and Group B – t(74) = 1.577, p=.1192. Using a threshold of p < .05, these results suggest that Group A and Group
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B have support from their principal as they implement UDL for instructing students with
disabilities. There is no significant difference between implementation and principal
support from either group.
Table 56– Comparison Chart – Formative Assessment
Group A
Teachers
Principals

n
83
80

Mean
5.35
5.44

Standard Deviation
0.61
0.98

t

df

Significance

Mean
difference

Standard Error
Difference

95% Confidence
Interval

-0.686

131

0.4941

-0.088

0.128

-.342- .166

Group B
Teachers
Principals

n
42
39

Mean
4.98
5.36

Standard Deviation
1.14
1.43

t

df

Significance

Mean
difference

Standard Error
Difference

95% Confidence
Interval

-1.654

78

0.1022

-0.383

0.231

-.844 -.078

For Formative Assessment all teachers reporting on the implementation and
perceived support from their principal (Group A – 163 and Group B – 81), showed there
was no statistical difference between implementation and perception in Group A or Group
B. There was no significant difference in the scores for Group A (Teacher: M=5.35, SD=
.61; Principal: M=5.44, SD=.98) and Group B (Teacher M=4.98, SD=1.14; Principal: 5.36,
SD=1.43) conditions; Group A - t (131) = -.686, p=.4941 and Group B – t (78) = -1.654,
p=.1022. Using a threshold of p < .05, these results suggest that Group A and Group B
have support from their principal as they implement Formative Assessment for instructing
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students with disabilities. There is no significant difference between implementation and
principal support from either group.
Table 57 – Comparison Chart – Differentiated Instruction
Group A

n

Mean

Teachers
Principals

83
80

5.6
5.63

Standard
Deviation
0.64
0.74

t

df

Significance

Mean
difference

Standard Error
Difference

95% Confidence
Interval

-0.208

156

0.8351

-0.023

0.108

.237 - .191

Group B

n

Mean

Teachers
Principals

42
39

5.48
5.54

Standard
Deviation
0.77
0.85

t

df

Significance

Mean
difference

Standard Error
Difference

95% Confidence
Interval

-0.343

76

0.7323

-0.062

0.181

-.424 - .299

For Differentiated Instruction all teachers reporting on the implementation and
perceived support from their principal (Group A – 163 and Group B – 81), showed there
was no statistical difference between implementation and perception in Group A or Group
B. There was no significant difference in the scores for Group A (Teacher: M=5.60, SD=
.64; Principal: M=5.63, SD=.74) and Group B (Teacher M=5.48, SD=.77; Principal: 5.54,
SD=.85) conditions; Group A - t (156) = -.208, p=.8351 and Group B – t (76) = -.343,
p=.7323. Using a threshold of p < .05, these results suggest that Group A and Group B
have support from their principal as they implement Differentiated Instruction for
instructing students with disabilities. There is no significant difference between
implementation and principal support from either group.
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Table 58 – Comparison Chart – Co-Teaching/Cooperative Teaching
Group A

n

Mean

Teachers
Principals

80
80

3.39
4.58

Standard
Deviation
1.41
1.52

t

df

Significance

Mean
difference

Standard Error
Difference

95% Confidence
Interval

-5.131

157

.00000084

-1.188

0.231

-1.645 - -.730

Group B

n

Mean

Teachers
Principals

41
39

3.07
4.28

Standard
Deviation
1.78
1.67

t

df

Significance

Mean
difference

Standard Error
Difference

95% Confidence
Interval

-3.134

77

0.0024

-1.209

0.386

-1.977 - .441

For Co-Teaching/Cooperative Teaching, all teachers reporting on the
implementation and perceived support from their principal (Group A – 160 and Group B –
80), showed there was statistical difference between implementation and perception in
Group A and Group B. There was a significant difference in the scores for Group A
(Teacher: M=3.39, SD= 1.41; Principal: M=4.58, SD=1.52) and Group B (Teacher
M=3.07, SD=1.78; Principal: 4.28, SD=1.67) conditions; Group A - t (157) = -5.131,
p=.00000084 and Group B – t (77) = -3.134, p=.0024. Using a threshold of p < .05, these
results suggest that Group A and Group B have greater perceived support from their
principal to implement Co-Teaching then is actually being implemented. This indicates that
the principals support the implementation of Co-Teaching but the teachers are not
implementing it. This significant difference is apparent at schools in both groups, therefore
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there is no indication that principal support of this practice affects Program Improvement
status.
Table 59 – Comparison Chart – Cooperative Learning
Group A

n

Mean

Teachers
Principals

81
80

3.84
5.19

Standard
Deviation
1.36
1.06

t

df

Significance

Mean
difference

Standard Error
Difference

95% Confidence
Interval

-7.014

150

< .001

-1.348

0.192

-1.728 - -.968

Group B

n

Mean

Teachers
Principals

41
39

3.49
4.85

Standard
Deviation
1.53
1.42

t

df

Significance

Mean
difference

Standard Error
Difference

95% Confidence
Interval

-4.105

77

0.0001

-1.358

0.331

-2.017 - -.700

For Cooperative Learning, all teachers reporting on the implementation and
perceived support from their principal (Group A – 161 and Group B – 80), showed there
was statistical difference between implementation and perception in Group A and Group B.
There was a significant difference in the scores for Group A (Teacher: M=3.84, SD= 1.36;
Principal: M=5.19, SD=1.06) and Group B (Teacher M=3.49, SD=1.53; Principal: 4.85,
SD=1.42) conditions; Group A - t (150) = -7.014, p=<.001 and Group B – t (77) = -4.105,
p=.0001. Using a threshold of p < .05, these results suggest that Group A and Group B
have greater perceived support from their principal to implement Cooperative Learning
then is actually being implemented. This indicates that the principals support the

194

implementation of Cooperative Learning but the teachers are not implementing it. This
significant difference is apparent at schools in both groups.
Table 60 – Comparison Chart – Peer Tutoring
Group A

n

Mean

Teachers
Principals

81
80

3.41
4.84

Standard
Deviation
1.25
1.28
Standard Error
Difference

95%
Confidence
Interval

0.199

-1.824--1.036

t

df

Significance

Mean
difference

-7.171

158

< .001

-1.43

Group B

n

Mean

Teachers
Principals

41
39

2.85
1.31

Standard
Deviation
4.36
1.64

t

df

Significance

Mean
difference

Standard Error
Difference

-4.505

72

0.000025

-1.505

0.334

95%
Confidence
Interval
-2.171--.839

For Peer Tutoring, all teachers reporting on the implementation and perceived
support from their principal (Group A – 161 and Group B – 80), showed there was
statistical difference between implementation and perception in Group A and Group B.
There was a significant difference in the scores for Group A (Teacher: M=3.41, SD= 1.25;
Principal: M=4.84, SD=1.28) and Group B (Teacher M=2.85, SD=4.36; Principal: 1.31,
SD=1.64) conditions; Group A - t (158) = -7.171, p=<.001 and Group B – t (72) = -4.505,
p=.000025. Using a threshold of p < .05, these results suggest that Group A has a greater
perceived support from their principal to implement Peer Tutoring then is actually being
implemented and Group B does not have perceived support from their principal to
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implement Peer tutoring. This indicates that the principals at schools in Group A support
the implementation of Peer Tutoring but principals at schools in Group B are perceived to
not. This significant difference between the two groups may affect their Program
Improvement status.
Table 61 – Comparison Chart – Technology
Group A

n

Mean

Teachers

81

4.77

Standard
Deviation
0.91

Principals

80

5.5

0.8

t

df

Significance

Mean
difference

Standard Error
Difference

95% Confidence
Interval

-5.448

156

0.00000019

-0.735

0.135

-1.001 - -.468

Group B

n

Mean

Teachers

41

4.78

Standard
Deviation
0.94

Principals

39

5.69

0.77

t

df

Significance

-4.779

76

0.00000841

Mean
difference
-0.912

Standard Error
Difference
0.191

95% Confidence
Interval
-1.830 - -.334

For Technology, all teachers reporting on the implementation and perceived support
from their principal (Group A – 161 and Group B – 80), showed there was statistical
difference between implementation and perception in Group A and Group B. There was a
significant difference in the scores for Group A (Teacher: M=4.77, SD= .91; Principal:
M=5.5, SD=.8) and Group B (Teacher M=4.78, SD=.94; Principal: 5.69, SD=.77)
conditions; Group A - t (156) = -5.448, p=.00000019 and Group B – t (76) = -4.779,
p=.000000841. Using a threshold of p < .05, these results suggest that Group A and Group
B have greater perceived support from their principal to implement Technology then is
actually being implemented. This indicates that the principals support the implementation
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of Technology but the teachers are not implementing it. This significant difference is
apparent at schools in both groups, therefore there is no indication that principal support of
this practice affects Program Improvement status.
Table 62 – Comparison Chart – Full Inclusion
Group A

n

Mean

Teachers
Principals

81
80

3.19
4.36

Standard
Deviation
1.51
1.59

t

df

Significance

Mean
difference

Standard Error
Difference

95% Confidence
Interval

-4.825

158

3.27-06

-1.177

0.244

-1.659--.695

Group B

n

Mean

Teachers
Principals

41
37

2.51
3.59

Standard
Deviation
1.53
1.76

t

df

Significance

Mean
difference

Standard Error
Difference

95% Confidence
Interval

-2.885

71

0.0052

-1.082

0.375

-1.830--.334

For Full Inclusion, all teachers reporting on the implementation and perceived
support from their principal (Group A – 161 and Group B – 78), showed there was
statistical difference between implementation and perception in Group A and Group B.
There was a significant difference in the scores for Group A (Teacher: M=3.19, SD= 1.51;
Principal: M=4.36, SD=1.59) and Group B (Teacher M=2.51, SD=1.53; Principal: 3.59,
SD=1.76) conditions; Group A - t (158) = -4.825, p=.00000327 and Group B – t (71) = 2.885, p=.0052. Using a threshold of p < .05, these results suggest that Group A and Group
B have greater perceived support from their principal to implement Full Inclusion then is
actually being implemented. This indicates that the principals support the implementation
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of Full Inclusion but the teachers are not implementing it. This significant difference is
apparent at schools in both groups, therefore there is no indication that principal support of
this practice affects Program Improvement status.
Table 63 – Comparison Chart – Mainstreaming
Group A

n

Mean

Teachers
Principals

81
80

4.57
5.09

Standard
Deviation
1.15
1.07

t

df

Significance

-2.968

158

0.0035

Mean
difference
-0.52

Standard Error
Difference
0.175

Group B

n

Mean

Teachers
Principals

41
38

3.71
4.74

Standard
Deviation
1.54
1.37

t

df

Significance

-3.148

76

0.0023

Mean
difference
-1.03

Standard Error
Difference
0.327

95% Confidence
Interval
-.865--.174

95% Confidence
Interval
-1.681--.378

For Mainstreaming, all teachers reporting on the implementation and perceived
support from their principal (Group A – 161 and Group B – 79), showed there was
statistical difference between implementation and perception in Group A and Group B.
There was a significant difference in the scores for Group A (Teacher: M=4.57, SD= 1.15;
Principal: M=5.09, SD=1.07) and Group B (Teacher M=3.71, SD=1.54; Principal: 4.74,
SD=1.37) conditions; Group A - t (158) = -2.986, p=.0035 and Group B – t (76) = -3.148,
p=.0023. Using a threshold of p < .05, these results suggest that Group A and Group B
have greater perceived support from their principal to implement Mainstreaming then is
actually being implemented. This indicates that the principals support the implementation
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of Mainstreaming but the teachers are not implementing it. This significant difference is
apparent at schools in both groups, therefore there is no indication that principal support of
this practice affects Program Improvement status.
Table 64 – Comparison Chart – Integration
Group A

n

Mean

Teachers
Principals

81
80

4.38
4.99

Standard
Deviation
1.79
1.19

t

df

Significance

Mean
difference

Standard Error
Difference

95% Confidence
Interval

-2.535

139

0.0124

-0.605

0.239

-1.077--.133

Group B

n

Mean

Teachers
Principals

41
38

4.88
4.89

Standard
Deviation
1.73
1.41

t

df

Significance

Mean
difference

Standard Error
Difference

95% Confidence
Interval

-0.047

75

0.9626

-0.017

0.355

-.723-.690

For Integration, all teachers reporting on the implementation and perceived support
from their principal (Group A – 161 and Group B – 79), showed there was statistical
difference between implementation and perception in Group A but not in Group B. There
was a significant difference in the scores for Group A (Teacher: M=4.38, SD= 1.79;
Principal: M=4.99, SD=1.19) and there was not a significant difference in the scores for
Group B (Teacher M=4.88, SD=1.73; Principal: 4.89, SD=1.41) conditions; Group A - t
(139) = -2.535, p=.0124 and Group B – t (75) = -.047, p=.9626. Using a threshold of p <
.05, these results suggest that Group A has a greater perceived support from their principal
to implement Integration then is actually being implemented and Group B does not have
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greater perceived support from their principal. This indicates that the principals at schools
in Group A are slightly more likely to support the implementation of Integration than
teachers are implementing it and the teachers at schools in Group B are implementing
Integration equally with the support from the principals. This difference between the two
groups may affect their Program Improvement status.
Table 65 – Comparison Chart – Pull-Out/Resource
Group A

n

Mean

Teachers
Principals

81
80

3.83
5.08

Standard
Deviation
1.69
1.13

t

df

Significance

-5.515

140

.00000016

Mean
difference
-1.248

Standard Error
Difference
0.226

Group B

n

Mean

Teachers
Principals

41
38

3.54
5.18

Standard
Deviation
1.85
1.18

t

df

Significance

Mean
difference

Standard Error
Difference

95% Confidence
Interval

-4.76

68

.0000105

-1.648

0.346

-2.338--.957

95% Confidence
Interval
-1.695--.801

For Pull-Out/Resource, all teachers reporting on the implementation and perceived
support from their principal (Group A – 161 and Group B – 79), showed there was
statistical difference between implementation and perception in Group A and Group B.
There was a significant difference in the scores for Group A (Teacher: M=3.83, SD= 1.69;
Principal: M=5.08, SD=1.13) and Group B (Teacher M=3.54, SD=1.854; Principal: 5.18,
SD=1.18) conditions; Group A - t (140) = -5.515, p=.00000016 and Group B – t (68) = 4.76, p=.0000105. Using a threshold of p < .05, these results suggest that Group A and
Group B have greater perceived support from their principal then is actually being
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implemented. This indicates that the principals support the implementation of PullOut/Resource but the teachers are not implementing it. This significant difference is
apparent at schools in both groups, therefore there is no indication that principal support of
this practice affects Program Improvement status.
Table 66 – Comparison Chart – Self-Contained/SDC
Group A

n

Mean

Teachers
Principals

81
80

4.6
5.13

Standard
Deviation
1.46
1.05

t

df

Significance

Mean
difference

Standard Error
Difference

-2.595

145

0.0104

-0.52

0.2

Group B

n

Mean

Teachers
Principals

41
38

4.54
5.13

Standard
Deviation
1.89
1.46

t

df

Significance

Mean
difference

Standard Error
Difference

-1.577

74

0.1192

-0.595

0.377

95%
Confidence
Interval
-.916--.124

95%
Confidence
Interval
-1.347-.157

For SDC, all teachers reporting on the implementation and perceived support from
their principal (Group A – 161 and Group B – 79), showed there was statistical difference
between implementation and perception in Group A but not in Group B. There was a
significant difference in the scores for Group A (Teacher: M=4.6, SD= 1.46; Principal:
M=5.13, SD=1.05) and there was not a significant difference in the scores for Group B
(Teacher M=4.54, SD=1.89; Principal: 5.13, SD=1.46) conditions; Group A - t (45) = 2.595, p=.0104 and Group B – t (74) = -1.577, p=.1192. Using a threshold of p < .05, these
results suggest that Group A has a greater perceived support from their principal then is
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actually being implemented and Group B does not have greater perceived support from
their principal. This indicates that the principals at schools in Group A are more likely to
support the implementation than teachers are implementing it and the teachers at schools in
Group B are implementing SDC equally with the support from the principals. This
difference between the two groups may affect their Program Improvement status.
Open-Ended Survey Questions
Questions 27, 28 and 29 were open ended questions which allowed for qualitative
evaluation of data. The questions were optional, not required to complete the survey.
There were 116 total respondents out of the 125 teachers that began the survey. The
question design allowed for respondents to provide more details regarding instructional
and inclusionary practices at their sites that were not addressed specifically in the survey.
The responses were categorized by common topics or themes as determined by collection
analysis.
Question 27 asked, “What other instructional practices do you use when teaching
students with disabilities? Do you use a district-mandated curriculum or teaching method
not addressed in this survey? Please explain.”
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Table 67 - Open-Ended Response Analysis – Question #27
Group A

Designed SPED
curriculum

District Designed

District Mandated/Adopted

Instruction Method

Touch Math or
Edmark.

District created
units of study for
ELA, computer
programs

We use district adopted curricula for core subjects, and
this curricula is modified to meet the needs of students
with learning disabilities.

RCD, CCS, Differentiated Instruction.

Unique Curriculum

I use a combination
of district core
curriculum, with
supplemental
programs

District has adopted Pearson ELA curriculum. I can only
get materials for my grade level (3-5) through the
Williams Act. I have to cut corners and beg borrow and
steal from grade level teachers K-2 to acquire materials at
my students' levels.

SCERTS training for students with severe
autism.

I have to use general education
materials but modify it greatly.

Unique special
education curriculum

We are currently
developing our own
resources for
curriculum

Variety of general education
curriculum with
addition/supplemental curriculum
to best meet student needs.

REACH Decoding A
for students who have
mastered letters and
sounds.

Common Core Modified
All students in the RSP program
receive instruction in the general
education classroom with
resources support available in that
classroom, as well as the resource
classroom.

We use CCSS

Common Core materials found on
line that are in line with my
student’s academic levels

We use and modify the core
curriculum.

I also have the students' IEP goals
aligned with CCSS for language
arts
There is a huge shift in instruction
with the implementation of the
Common Core.
Utilize the general education
curriculum as a primary
curriculum

touch math strategies
District uses the
computer program
called ST math (love
this for my students!!)
My Read 180 groups
have RSP students,
OH students and gen
Ed students. The OH
teacher and I work
together on read 180.

I use the district chosen modified curriculum which
allows more success in student learning than the general
education curriculum.
I hold high expectations for my students and my focus is
always to try to get them to reach grade level standards
using district mandated curriculum with modifications in
addition to supplemental resources to fit the student's
needs.

Think-Pair-Share Thinking Maps
Cooperative Learning Groups

The district adopted curriculum does not assist with
children having learning disabilities.

I use direct Instruction materials and direct
instruction methodology with other
curriculums.
The 17 students in my class are learning
from P-K level to 3rd grade and need varied
methods, from sm. group to individual
instruction.

District mandated reading intervention program general
education math, science, history

Universal Access

District mandated and state adopted supplemental
materials

Sometimes my aide and I push in,
sometimes we pull out. We also include
other at risk students in our groups when it
makes a good grouping.

District mandated curriculum

Teaching to the goals of the students.

District-mandated curriculum of Houghton Mifflin for
language arts and enVision for math.

Direct instruction works with my lowest
(mild/moderate) students
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The district mandated curriculum is completely
inappropriate for my DHH students.

8. No Curriculum
Provided

District mandated tests
The district-mandated curriculum, while it may suggest
strategies to use with SPED students, it is mainly for
students you might consider resource students.

They do better in smaller groups of 2-3
people, with less noise in the classroom. We
rarely have the opportunity for 1:1
instruction, but we have done this in order
to boost certain skills until they are able to
be more independent and work in groups
for the skills targeted.
I use visuals, oral language, group work,
partner discussion

6. Mentioned in
Survey

7. Modified District
Curriculum

I use the ones
mentioned in the
survey.

modified district adopted
curriculum

9. Remedial Materials
With success/same application for
READ180/System 44 - we have seen
growth and success. This is in
relationship to RSP students.

The survey
covers the main
approaches.

District mandates us to use
their curriculum and I modify
the curriculum so my students
can be successful.

ST Math, Myon, Reading Eggs,
Accelerated Reader

Teacher-created materials to address
individual IEP goals.

Modified District Curriculum

Our school implements interventions,
accommodations and modifications
based on individual needs.

Free to design programs and learning
situations that work for my students.

System 44, iread, and Read 180. I also
like the read naturally passages, and
Touch Math resources.

I also use Readwell language arts as a
supplement to HM
I use supplemental curriculum to fill in
the gaps.
We also use a Step Up To Writing
format for writing essays.
JiJi, Lexia and SRA reading and math
programs.
Charlotte Knox writing, District adopted
math series, READ 180 and System 44
for language arts.
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10. RTI

11. Teacher Developed

RTI model and
accommodations

I do not mind making new curriculum to meet
the needs of my students; however, I need time
to make the materials.

I have to modify curriculum and teaching
methods to reach a maximum amount of
students.
I do as many hands-on activities as I can but I
have to have the expectation that they will
learn also by traditional means (lecture, note
taking) with lots of related visuals and
technology.

READ 180
READ 180, Iready, Imagine learning
English Language Arts Core
Replacement curriculum (Read180)
Read 180, System 44, Math 180, ireads,
etc.
Supplemental materials as necessary.

Group B
1.

Common Core
Modified

2.

Common Core

Designed SPED
Curriculum
We also implement other supportive
resources such as; Rewards, Making
Connections, and Touch Phonics.

Modified version of the core
curriculum. Curriculum is
modified and taught in smaller
chunks at a slower pace.

Alternate curriculum for all subjects;
project read, Edmark, touchmath

3.

District
Designed

We target there IEP goals and
also have to provide access to
the general education
standards.
We are required to use CORE
curriculum, modified, not
appropriate for this population
of students

4.

District
Mandated/Adopted

5.

Instruction Method

We use district mandated curriculum.

Direct instruction, intervention, repetition,
and small group instruction.

District mandated curriculum and any
other resources widely used by other
teachers

I use a highly differentiated instruction with
my students.

I am a self-contained class. We are
supposed to use district-mandated
curriculum, but use alternate and
teacher-made curriculum.

Differentiated instruction. Task analysis

Differentiated instruction within the SDC
environment

Common Core

District adopted curriculum
District reading curriculum for students
with M/S disabilities. District mandated
themes for teaching throughout the year

Exposure to K-6 standards
general education standards for
social studies and science.

I used a combination of district
curriculum and other strategies to
differentiate for all students.

I use direct instruction, small groups, and
mnemonics.

District approved core curricula and
supplemental curricula

I use small-group instructions and direct
teaching

We use an adapted curriculum that
exposes the students to grade level
curriculum while addressing functional
skill needs.

Rigorous Curriculum Design Direct
Instruction
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one on one, individualized attention

Curriculum is all adapted to meet the
needs of my students.

I use a district-mandated curriculum

I use the district curriculum in all
subjects for some of my students
6.

Mentioned
in Survey

7.

Modified District
Curriculum

Aside from modifying curriculum

8. No Curriculum
Provided
The district does not have
a district mandated
curriculum.

Sometimes I will use programs that
the district has purchased in small
groups.

We have no district
mandates.

I use many teacher made/purchased
curriculum as well as modified
general education curriculum

Modified district-mandated
curriculum, supplemental materials

Aside from the Reading
Program, curriculum is
NOT provided to the
Moderate/Severe setting.
Our district does not
provide any curriculum
appropriate for our M/S
population.

9. Remedial Materials

I also use many strategies such as ABA
principles, mnemonics learning, visuals,
and established routines and procedures
throughout the day to help students learn
I use teacher and peer modeling and teacher
samples to allow for a structured visual
model and direct teaching support for
higher learning in RCD.

I use remediation practices

11. Teacher Developed
I find resources that I feel will be
beneficial to my students and that fit their
goals and needs.

The only reading program for
K-6; is Readwell kinder and 1st
grade levels

We choose methods that are successful for
students and sometimes that means we
must create materials for our students

I use supplemental materials to
teach the standards.

10. RTI

I use songs and pictures to teach math. I
use graphic organizers and colors to teach
writing structure. I use gestures to teach
letter sounds.

I use many teacher made/purchased
curriculum as well as modified general
education curriculum
I am a self-contained class. We are
supposed to use district-mandated
curriculum, but use alternate and teachermade curriculum.
The M/S teachers at our site make visual
supports for all areas of curriculum or look
for items on teacher websites.

Modified general education
curriculum
A Mild/Moderate Reading Program
is provided, but in a
Moderate/Severe setting, even that
curriculum needs to be modified.
Technically we are supposed to use
the mandated curriculum but I
adjust/supplement/omit as needed.

Multisensory programs and strategies
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Between the two groups, there were a total of eleven categories that were
identified: Common Core Modified, Designed Special Education Curriculum, District
Designed, District Mandated/Adopted, Instruction Method, Mentioned in Survey,
Modified District Curriculum, No Curriculum Provided, Remedial Materials, RTI
(Response to Intervention), and Teacher Developed. Group A had 79 respondents and
Group B had 37 respondents.
Common Core Modified
Group A –There were nine responses stating the use of modified Common Core
curriculum when instructing students with disabilities. The teachers responded that
common core curriculum is modified by the teacher to meet the needs of the student in the
classroom and is aligned to students’ IEP goals.
Group B – There were six responses stating the use of modified Common Core
curriculum when instructing students with disabilities. The teachers responded that
curriculum is modified by the teacher to meet the needs of the student in the classroom.
Alignment of IEP goals was stated as a primary purpose for the modification as well as
concern that Common Core standards were not appropriate for this population. It was
noted that not all subjects were taught using Common Core, only social studies and
science.
Designed Special Education Curriculum
Group A - There were seven responses describing specifically designed curriculum
for this population of students. The curriculum identified was Touch Math, Edmark
(reading program), Unique (on-line curriculum), REACH Decoding, READ 180 and ST
Math (computer-based).
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Group B – There were two responses for this category. The responses stated
implementing Rewards, Making Connections, Edmark, Touch Math and Touch Phonics as
part of the curriculum utilized for these classes.
District Designed
Group A – There were three responses describing the development of new
curriculum or the use of supplemental curriculum provided by the district.
Group B – There were zero responses in this category.
District Mandated/Adopted
Group A – There were 13 responses identified for this category. All responses
discussed implementing district mandated curriculum, with need to modify. Not all
teachers agreed the adopted curriculum was appropriate for the students. One teachers
noted that the grade level curriculum was not appropriate for the students and must borrow
from lower grades to meet the needs of the students. Specific publishers of curriculum
were mentioned, i.e. Pearson and Houghton Mifflin for Language Arts and eVision for
math. There were also mandated intervention programs that were implemented to meet
student academic needs.
Group B – There were 11 responses for this category. Seven responses stated the
use of district mandated curriculum, however with supplemental materials, or modified
curriculum to meet the needs of students. The remaining four responses stated using
district curriculum.
Instruction Method
Group A – There were eleven responses in this category. Teachers responded with
specific instruction methods utilized within the classroom. Although some were mentioned
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in the survey, more specific application was described. RCD, CCS with Differentiated
Instruction, SCERTS for students with severe autism, Think-Pair-Share and Thinking
Maps for Cooperative Learning Groups, Direct Instruction, Universal Access, Small
Group, Push-In, and rare opportunities for 1:1 instruction.
Group B – There were 11 responses for this category. Three identified
Differentiated Instruction and four mentioned Direct Instruction as their preferred method
of teaching. Three teachers identified small group or individualized instruction for their
method of teaching. Three teachers were very specific in what methods they implemented,
i.e. Sing Song for math, graphic organizers and colors to teacher reading. One teacher
mentioned using “ABA principles, mnemonics learning, visuals, and established routines
and procedures throughout the day to help students learn”, while another uses peer
modeling.
Mentioned in Survey
Group A – Two responses indicated they used methods mentioned in the surveyed.
Group B – There were zero responses that met this category.
Modified District Curriculum
Group A – There were three responses that stated they use Modified District
Curriculum. This could be considered modifying district mandated/adopted curriculum.
Group B – There were seven responses that met this category. All responses
mentioned modifying district curriculum. This could be considered modifying district
mandated/adopted curriculum.
No Curriculum Provided
Group A – There were zero responses that met this category.
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Group B – There were four responses that met this category. All responses stated
that the district does not have mandated/adopted curriculum to meet their students’ needs.
Two teachers stated they taught students with moderate/severe disabilities. One teacher
stated there was a reading program provided, not but no other materials or curriculum.
Remedial Materials
Group A – There were 14 responses that met this category. The responses were
very specific with which remedial materials were implemented for instruction. Seven
teachers identified READ 180 for remedial instruction. System 44 was mentioned in four
responses as a remedial curriculum. Other remedial materials mentioned were ST Math,
Myon, Reading Eggs, Accelerated Reader, JiJi, Lexia and SRA reading and math
programs. Also mentioned was Step Up to Writing, Iready, Math 180 and Charlotte Knox
for writing.
Group B – There were three responses for this category. There was only one
specific remedial program noted, Readwell. Other comments stated using supplemental
materials.
RtI (Response to Intervention)
Group A – There was one response that mentioned using RTI in the school as an
instructional method.
Group B – There were zero responses that met this category.
Teacher Developed
Group A – There were five responses that met this category. Two responded that
they purposely created curriculum to meet their students’ needs. The other two responses
explained how they modify the curriculum to meet students’ needs and IEP goals.
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Group B – There were six responses that met this category. Each response
mentioned creating materials that can support the curriculum, while modifying it to meet
the needs of the students. As one response stated, “The M/S teachers at our site make
visual supports for all areas of curriculum or look for items on teacher websites.
Question 28 asked, “Please describe any inclusion-liked practices implemented at
your school site. (If none are used, skip to next question)”.
Between the two groups, there were a total of twelve categories that were
identified: Self-Contained, Integration, Co-Teaching, Partial Inclusion, Mainstreaming,
Pull-Out, Inclusion, Peer Buddies, Learning Lab, Extra-Aide Support, Push-In, and
Reverse Mainstreaming. There were 80 total respondents. Group A had 58 respondents
and Group B had 22 respondents.
Self-Contained
Group A – There were six responses for this category. The responses recognize the
school had SDC classes, but that some students participated in general education activities
or attend general education classes for various academic purposes. One response identified
the continuum of services for all students, including mainstreaming and Push-In.
Group B – There were zero responses for this category.
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Table 68 - Open-Ended Response Analysis – Question #28
Group A
1.

Self-Contained

SDC is self-contained and students
are only included in non-academic
activities (Lunch, recess, assemblies,
"preps"- library, art, PE, Computer
lab).
In the K-5 classes there is a
continuum of options from push in
help through pull out to selfcontained classes

We used to being mainstreaming
often with their students. We do
have a self-contained class that deals
with Core academics for those
students who even with UDL have a
difficult time accessing the Gen. Ed
curriculum.

Various students in SDC classes also
have seats in a general education
class

In the SDC program, inclusion-liked
practices are being used.

2.

Integration

3.

Co-Teaching

4.

Partial Inclusion

SDC is self-contained and students are
only included in non-academic activities
(Lunch, recess, assemblies, "preps"library, art, PE, Computer lab).

The teacher and his IAs go into the
classroom to work with the students
and teach the teachers how to include
them and modify instruction.

Inclusion is used when a severe
kiddo begins to get their
behaviors under control and the
behaviors are manageable in the
general education classroom.

I include my students in general education
music, PE, lunch, recess, assemblies.

Co-teaching

As much as possible

I go into the general education class and
team teach with for math and Language
Arts classes that include my 5th grade
RSP ”kiddos”.

we utilize many different types of
inclusion practices which are all
driven by the academic strengths
and needs of the student, and
determined by the IEP team

Students with disabilities participate in
school-wide tasks such as collecting good
behavior tickets from each classroom at
the end of the week.
SDC: Mainstream students into whatever
grade level courses they can handle,
always PE, computer Lab, school and
grade level events and activities, field
trips, sports teams, after school programs,
and sit with general education peers at
lunch tables.
Students with Moderate/Significant
disabilities are included in the school
community for all activities other than
academic instruction. This includes
school assemblies, special events, field
trips, PE, music, library, etc.
We have done one STEM activity with
2nd grade classes this year. We are at all
school assemblies, recess, lunches and
breaks, as well as motor skills with all
gen. ed. students.

5.

Mainstreaming

Some of the higher functioning
students are mainstreamed for
periods of time into the General
education.
Also the higher level SH
students come into our SAI
(RSP/SDC) classes for a portion
of the day
I have two students who
mainstream most of the day in
general education for language
arts and math. I am more of a
"home room" for them to start
and end their day. These
students have wonderful general
education teachers who have
taken on the challenge of
working with them and
accommodating them into their
classrooms.

Co-teaching in 2nd grade math class,
aide support in class, special education
staff teach interventions to all students

We have 3 Severely
Handicapped classes at our site
that mainstream all at some point
and fully include many at
different times.

Students are grouped into leveled
groups by myself, the OH teachers,
intervention teach and general
education teachers for Universal access
ELA time. Groups are reevaluated at
trimesters and kids are moved as
needed

I mainstream in the general
education with my 5 fifth
graders for science, social
studies and health on a daily
basis.

In grade 5, 4, & 3 a general education
teacher and special education are paired
up to co-teacher.

The students are mainstreamed
per their IEP.
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We do have a general education partner
class that we do a lot of activities to help
with socialization.
Integration for all special education
students for recess, lunch, assemblies,
field trips, and other school-wide
activities. Mainstreaming for all special
education students for PE and music
In self-contained classrooms all students
have access to general education peers for
lunch and recess. Most of those students
are in general education classrooms for at
least 45 minutes a week, up to 90 minutes
a day.

In my classroom I co-teach with a
general education teacher. We use DI
strategies and small group instruction to
support our students.

I have an SDC class but students
who are able to academically
handle general education are
mainstreamed

All kids are mainstreamed for
science/social studies and P.E
unless it is a rare case.
We are using a model called SAI
(Specialized Academic
Instruction). This is a model
where students with disabilities
are mainstreamed more into the
general education classroom.

Co-teaching, collaboration, consultation

Friendship Zone (social games used with
general education and special education
students), electives (art, PE, library,
Spanish, technology), push in for field
trips, parties, and social time

Mainstreaming in core academic
areas (social studies, science,
language arts, and math) per
students' IEPs.

In the SDC program, inclusion-liked
practices are being used.

mainstreaming for strongest
skill, plus P.E. and lunch

Most students are included in science and
social studies in the general education
class. All students are included in a school
wide PE program.
6.Pull-out

Pull-out is utilized
for intensive needs
primarily related to
reading
fluency/phonemic
awareness and
number sense.
I also pull out
students for
intervention time and
small group
instruction.

7. Inclusion

RSP utilizes 90-95 inclusion

8. Peer Buddies
When students enter the school as
6th graders, with or without
disabilities, they participate in a peer
leadership program that is geared to
have all students feel included and to
have the opportunity to learn the
social structure of the school in a
safe environment. Peer leaders
develop relationships and encourage
students with disabilities in addition
to typical peers.

No inclusion for SDC students
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9. Learning Lab

10. extra aide
support

Mainstreaming happens all the
time and the principle is really in
favor of mainstreaming as much
as possible
12. Reverse
11. Push-In
Mainstreaming

We help students from
general education and
they come to our classes
for small group
instruction.

Resource are
pulled out and
pushed in.

We help students from
general education and
they come to our classes
for small group
instruction.

We have a learning lab
model.

Push- In for ELD
and the sciences.

Reverse-mainstreaming
with GATE students.

All other students are
in the general
education class with
pull-out support.

Learning Centers allow
for our RSP students and/
or our SDC students to be
able to be mainstreamed
for the programs that they
need.

Our resource teacher does full
inclusion with our students receiving
resource support.

Several students are fully included
with the exception of medical
procedures

We have inclusion instruction for the
"higher" skill special education
students.
We have several full inclusion
students at my school.
We have 3 Severely Handicapped
classes at our site that mainstream all
at some point and fully include many
at different times.
Our school just moved to a fullinclusion Learning Center model
within which every student is on the
roster of a general education teacher
and spends a large amount of time in
that setting
I have one student who is categorized
as full-inclusion, but receives RSP
support for 45 min per day.
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I push in the
classroom as
well as my
paraprofessional.
Most of the time
is spent "pushing
into" the general
education
classroom with
the support of
myself and my
instructional
aide.
All of my
students receive
at least some
push-in support
in the general
education
classroom (SAI
in the general
education
classroom).

We also have reverse
mainstreaming that
occurs where an entire
kinder class comes into
an sdc class to work on
letters and phonetics,
(due to special issues)

We use "reverse
mainstreamers" and
have general education
students attend my
program full time so
that it is an inclusive
classroom

They are fully included along with
General Education students who are
at-risk in those areas. Universal
Access is fully implemented in all of
our grade-levels K-5th for 60 min. per
day for a min. of 3 days per week.
We recently placed an SDC student
fully included but I am still
monitoring and supporting. She
comes to my room for extra support
about 3 hours per week.

Group B
1. SelfContained

2.

Integration

General education classes,
lunch, recess, activities,
assemblies, clubs.
Also, grade level teams
include my students in all
social and semi academic
activities that are appropriate

My students will participate
in art project with general
education.
The only inclusion like
practices is during recess
times when all students are at
recess together.
students visit for a short time,
with aide, when parent
requests
All of my SDC students go to
general education classes for
30 minutes to an hour a day. I
believe this is just the right
amount of time for them.
Anymore would be wasting
time.
SDC students participate in
library and music class with
another general education

3. Co-Teaching
Much of our inclusion involves special
education staff doing some teamteaching, along with assistance in the
general education environment.

4.

Partial Inclusion

We are still in the "pilot" stages of
inclusion practices.

All lunches, assemblies. Field trips and
any school-wide events are all inclusive.

5.

Mainstreaming

Mainstreaming happens quite often at my school site

Also, grade level teams include my
students in all social and semi academic
activities that are appropriate

Mainstreaming is used if appropriate
Since I have students in grades TK-8th grade, I give a
lot of credit to my assistants who help my students who
are mainstreamed in the general education environment.
My biggest challenge there is having enough assistants
to cover the necessary SAI hours needed for each
student.

ELD instruction is integrative fit
students with disabilities where
appropriate

We use mainstreaming and pull-out for resource
Very few students with mild disabilities are
mainstreamed for educational activities.

Music and social mainstreaming.
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class
All of my students go with
general education peers to
recess, lunch, and PE.
6. Pull-out
Intervention
classes with
Special
Education
Teacher
Most
identified
students are
pulled out for
SAI services.

7.Inclusion

None of my students
participate in full inclusion
at this time.

8. Peer Buddies

9. Learning Lab

10. extra aide support

Book buddies but not inclusion,
6th graders come to sped rooms
to read to the students

Centers Model where students with
disabilities can move from Gen Ed. to
RSP to SDC environments rapidly.

Extra adult helper in class to assist
when necessary and provide
continuous feedback and redirection

Book buddies with general
education
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11. Push-in

12. Reverse
Mainstreaming

Integration
Group A – There were 12 responses for this category. All responses described how
students from the SDC classes integrate for Lunch, recess, P.E., music and art. The
comments described the level of the students’ participation depending on the students’
ability to integrate with the general education population. One teacher noted, “In selfcontained classrooms all students have access to general education peers for lunch and
recess. Most of those students are in general education classrooms for at least 45 minutes a
week, up to 90 minutes a day.” Another teacher noted, “Friendship Zone (social games
used with general education and special education students), electives (art, PE, library,
Spanish, technology), push in for field trips, parties, and social time.”
Group B – There were eight responses for this category. All responses described
how students from SDC classes integrate for Lunch, recess, P.E., music and art. One
teacher noted “All of my SDC students go to general education classes for 30 minutes to
an hour a day. I believe this is just the right amount of time for them. Anymore would be
wasting time.”
Co-Teaching
Group A – There were eight responses for this category. The responses varied on
how implement this strategy. One teacher commented going to the general education class
to co-teach math or language arts, another stated the general education teacher comes to
the special education classroom. One teacher commented that a few teachers co-teach and
divide the students into groups for better instruction. “Students are grouped into leveled
groups by myself, the OH teachers, intervention teach and general education teachers for
Universal access ELA time”. Some sites have specific grades that co-teach, and another
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has the Instructional Assistant (IA) go to the general education class to co-teach for
modification purposes.
Group B – There was one response for this category. “Much of our inclusion
involves special education staff doing some team-teaching, along with assistance in the
general education environment”.
Partial Inclusion
Group A – There were three responses for this category. The responses referred to
“inclusion” being implemented some of the time, depending on student behavior or needs.
Group B – There were four responses for this category. One response noted the
school site was in the process of “piloting” inclusion. The other three referred to activities
that the students could be included in. (This is similar to integration)
Mainstreaming
Group A – There were 12 responses for this category. All responses commented
that their students were mainstreamed into general education classes at some time
throughout the day. Some commented that only the higher functioning students
mainstream, while others have their entire class. Some classes mainstream for specific
subjects, either academic or elective. One teacher noted a specific type of mainstreaming,
“We are using a model called SAI (Specialized Academic Instruction). This is a model
where students with disabilities are mainstreamed more into the general education
classroom”.
Group B – There were six responses for this category. All but one teacher
commented that the students were mainstreamed based on need and/or ability. One teacher
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noted, “Very few students with mild disabilities are mainstreamed for educational
activities”.
Pull-Out
Group A – There were three responses to this category. All three responses
commented on the purpose of pull-out as to address specific learning needs of the student.
“Pull-out is utilized for intensive needs primarily related to reading fluency/phonemic
awareness and number sense.”
Group B – There were two responses for this category. One response commented
on the need for Intervention service, the other addressed specific learning targets addressed
in a pull-out setting.
Inclusion
Group A – There were 11 responses for this category. All responses described at
least one student from the class as being fully included in a general education classroom.
One teacher stated there was no inclusion for SDC students. One teacher noted her school
moved to a full inclusion model this past year. “Our school just moved to a full-inclusion
Learning Center model within which every student is on the roster of a general education
teacher and spends a large amount of time in that setting.” Others noted that some students
are only “included” for 90 minutes a day. (This is mainstreaming)
Group B – There was only one response for this category. The teacher commented,
“None of my students participate in full inclusion at this time.”
Peer Buddies
Group A – There was only one response for this category. “When students enter the
school as 6th graders, with or without disabilities, they participate in a peer leadership
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program that is geared to have all students feel included and to have the opportunity to
learn the social structure of the school in a safe environment. Peer leaders develop
relationships and encourage students with disabilities in addition to typical peers.”
Group B – There were two responses for this category. Both mentioned Book
Buddies.
Learning Lab
Group A – There were three responses for this category. Each response referred a
Learning Lab where students from both general education and special education classes
can get individualized help with their academics. “Learning Centers allow for our RSP
students and/ or our SDC students to be able to be mainstreamed for the programs that they
need.”
Group B – There was one response for this category. “Centers Model where
students with disabilities can move from Gen Ed. to RSP to SDC environments rapidly.”
Extra-Aide Support
Group A – There were zero responses for this category
Group B – There was one response for this category. “Extra adult helper in class to
assist when necessary and provide continuous feedback and redirection”
Push-In
Group A – There were five responses for this category. All responses addressed the
need for Push-In support for students receiving instruction in the general education
classroom. Either the teacher or an Instructional Aide provided the support. As one teacher
noted, “Most of the time is spent "pushing into" the general education classroom with the
support of myself and my instructional aide.”
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Group B – There were zero responses for this category.
Reverse Mainstreaming
Group A – There were four responses for this category. Each referred to general
education students going to the special education class for instruction or social interaction.
One teacher equated the reverse mainstreaming to full inclusion, “We use "reverse
mainstreamers" and have general education students attend my program full time so that it
is an inclusive classroom.”
Group B – There were zero responses for this category.
Question 29 asked “If no inclusion-like practices are implemented at your school,
please explain why?” Between the two groups, there were a total of 39 respondents. Group
A had 20 respondents and Group B had 19 respondents. A total of eight categories were
identified: No Support from Administration, Occasional Inclusion, Lack of Resources,
Pull-out, Functional Skills, Behavior, Overwhelmed to Implement, Resources Room.
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Table 69 - Open-Ended Response Analysis – Question #29
Group A
1.
No Support Admin
Inclusion at our site could
work more efficiently if
we had been better
prepared going into it,
and most importantly,
had time to in-service
staff. Also, there is little
to no time to prep with
general education staff.

Apparently we don’t
want to teach empathy
and acceptance, students
can’t even use the
playgrounds together let
alone a classroom
There is a lack of support
and education among the
staff. Discussion on the
topic is heated and
typically dismissed.
Students in the
Moderate/Severe
population will
participate in Book
Buddies, but there is no
collaboration/Co-teaching
between the SPED
Teacher and General
Education Teacher. The
designated time for the
activity is not a true form
of inclusion.

2. Occasional
inclusion

3.

Lack of
resources
Inclusion at our site could
work more efficiently if
we had been better
prepared going into it,
and most importantly,
had time to in-service
staff. Also, there is little
to no time to prep with
general education staff.

5. Functional
Skills

4. Pull-out

6.

Behavior

7.

Overwhelmed
to implement

The special education
population at our school
site is very severely
impacted and inclusion
would not address their
academic needs.
General education
teachers are
overwhelmed with
many recent changes in
curriculum, instruction
and class size so special
education teachers are
reluctant to add more
stress to their plate or
put students with
disabilities in classes
with already-stressed
teachers.

There are also not enough
instructional assistants to
support students in a GE
class and the GE classes
move at much faster pace
with academic rigor
beyond what the students
could keep up with and
have limited opportunity
for art, music, and PE.

I have had students that
are included into general
education, but because of
the high academic
demands, fast pace, and
lack of support (i.e.
instructional assistants to
support students) if is not
beneficial to include my
students in general
education.
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8. Resource
Room

We also have
Resource, which is
separate from SDC
class.

I am an SAI/RSP pull
out teacher. My aide
and I do push in for
science and social
studies

District standards
common core,, pressure
on general education
teachers , no support, no
time that general
education feel they can
provide what students
with special needs require
Principal supports in
theory, but no followthrough to make sure it
happens - busy teachers

Group B
1. No Support
Admin

This is the first place I
have ever worked as a
teacher that does to
support inclusion. My
new principal believes
in it but the district has
not taken any steps to
promote inclusion at
the elementary level
with students in SDC
or self-contained.

2.

Occasional
inclusion

Occasionally we have
fully included
students with Para
support (high
functioning Autism,
Ortho. impairment,
etc.)

3. Lack of
resources

Most of the time the
goals cannot be
addressed appropriately
in the General.
Education setting, as we
lack the resources and
personnel to implement
full inclusion for all
students.
In resource, do not have
the staff to use the
inclusion model.

5.

4. Pull-out

We have no fullinclusion students.
Students are
pulled minimally
(while still
meeting their
needs & IEP
goals) so they can
be in the general
education setting
the majority of the
day.

223

Functional
Skills
Our program is a
non-categorical
mod/severe
functional program.
Our students are
working on basic
academic skills (i.e.
color, number,
letter, and coin ID,
they are beginning
readers and spellers,
etc.), behaviors, and
social and
functional skills.

6.

Behavior

All my students
attend inclusion
classes, but they
are extremely
violent so they
can only be
included when
they are calm.

7. Overwhelmed
to implement

8.

Resource
Room

No Support from Administration
Group A – There were five responses for this category. The common theme within
these responses is that there is not time for general education teachers to work with special
education teachers to develop lessons or other planning. Four of the responses addressed
the need for more planning time and less stress on the general education teachers.
Responses stated specific lack of support for inclusion or co-teaching/planning between
general and special education. One response was a comment on the culture of the school.
“Apparently we don’t want to teach empathy and acceptance, students can’t even use the
playgrounds together let alone a classroom”
Group B – There was one response for this category. “This is the first place I have
ever worked as a teacher that does to support inclusion. My new principal believes in it but
the district has not taken any steps to promote inclusion at the elementary level with
students in SDC or self-contained.”
Occasional Inclusion

Group A – There was zero response for this category
Group B – There was one response for this category. “Occasionally we have fully
included students with Para support (high functioning Autism, Ortho. impairment, etc.)”
Lack of Resources
Group A – There were three responses for this category. All three refer to resources
as additional instructional support, i.e. Instructional Aides. The reason for the lack of
inclusion at these sites was because there were not enough paraprofessionals to support the
students while in a general education classroom.
Group B – There were two responses for this category. The responses addressed
inability to address IEP goals without support. “Most of the time the goals cannot be
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addressed appropriately in the General. Education setting, as we lack the resources and
personnel to implement full inclusion for all students.”
Pull-out
Group A – There were zero responses for this category.
Group B – There was one response for this category. “We have no full-inclusion
students. Students are pulled minimally (while still meeting their needs & IEP goals) so
they can be in the general education setting the majority of the day.”
Functional Skills
Group A – There were zero response for this category.
Group B- There was one response for this category. “Our program is a noncategorical mod/severe functional program. Our students are working on basic academic
skills (i.e. color, number, letter, and coin ID, they are beginning readers and spellers, etc.),
behaviors, and social and functional skills.”
Behavior
Group A – There were zero responses for this category.
Group B – There was one response for this category. “All my students attend
inclusion classes, but they are extremely violent so they can only be included when they
are calm.”
Overwhelmed to Implement
Group A – There were two responses for this category. One teacher responded that
the students have severe intellectual disabilities and the general education classes cannot
address their needs. The other teacher responded that general education teachers are so
overwhelmed with new curriculum that the special education teachers are reluctant to ask
for inclusion.
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Group B – There were zero responses for this category.
Resources Room
Group A – There were two responses for this category. Each response indicates that
Resource is utilized for students’ needs.
Group B – There were zero responses for this category.
Interview Responses
Interviews were conducted with five teachers at the end of the survey period. These
interviews were conducted to gather clarity on the specific instructional and inclusionary
practices named in the survey to determine if teachers had a clear understanding of these
practices and were actually implementing them correctly and with full understanding. Ten
teachers were randomly solicited via email, five from each group. Five volunteers
responded for a phone interview. Two teachers were from Group A and three teachers
were from Group B. Person #1 and #4 were from Group A and Person #2, #3, #5 were
from Group B. There were 12 questions for this survey, each question referred to an
instructional or inclusionary practice stated in the survey.
For questions #1-3, the teacher was asked a question given a YES or NO response.
If the answer was YES, a follow-up question was asked. Using a Likert scale, they were
asked to rate their implementation either 6 – All of the time, 5 – Most of the time, 4 –
Some of the time, 3 – Once in a while, 2 – Hardly ever, 1 – Never.
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Table 70 - Interview Responses – Questions #1
GROUP A
Teacher #1

UDL Principles
YES

Teacher #4

YES

GROUP B
Teacher #2
Teacher #3
Teacher #5

NO
YES
NO

Rate of Implementation
All the time - Special
Education - different all the
time
Principle 1 – Most of the time
Principle 2 and 3 - Once in
awhile

Some of the time

Question #1 asked if the teacher was aware of the Three Principles of UDL, defined
as providing multiple means of engagement, providing multiple means of representation,
and providing multiple means of action and expression.
GROUP A – Both teachers responded YES to the implementation of the UDL
principles. One teacher stated she used them All the time, but when teaching students in
special education the implementation of the principles will be different all the time. The
second teacher stated that she did not implement all the principles at the same time. She
varied which principle depending on content and student need.
GROUP B – Person #2 and #5 both responded NO to the implementation of UDL
principles, however #4 responded she did implement them Some of the time.
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Table 71 - Interview Responses – Questions #2
GROUP A
Teacher #1
Teacher #4

Formative Assessment
Rate of Implementation
YES
Not all at the same time.
Process along the way
YES
Hardly Ever - Might be critical
of self, hard to understand and
respond

GROUP B
Teacher #2

YES

Teacher #3
Teacher #5

YES
NO

All of the time – with specific
students
Once in a while - w/ other
students
Most of the time

Question #2 asked if the teacher was aware of the 5 Strategies for Formative Assessment,
defined as Learning Intentions and Success Criteria, Questioning that moves the learner
forward, Specific Feedback to move the learner forward, Students as Resources for each
other and Students Responsible for their own learning.
GROUP A – Both teachers responded YES to the awareness of Formative
Assessment. Teacher #1 did not rate herself, but described it was a process along the way
and not being able to implement all at the same time. Teacher #2 rated herself a 2 but
admitted that she probably did it more but was being hard on herself.
GROUP B – Teachers #2 and #3 answered YES. Teacher #2 rated herself a 6 with
some students and a 3 with others, whereas Teacher #5 rated herself a 5.
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Table 72 - Interview Responses – Questions #3
GROUP A

Differentiated Instruction

Teacher #1
Teacher #4
GROUP B
Teacher #2
Teacher #3
Teacher #5

YES
YES

Rate of
Implementation
All of the time
Some of the time

YES
YES
YES

All of the time
All of the time
Most of the time

Question #3 asked if the teachers were aware of the four ways to address
Differentiated Instruction in the classroom, defined as Content, Process, Product and
Learning Environment.
GROUP A – Both teachers answered YES to being aware of the four ways to
address Differentiated Instruction. Teacher #1 rated herself 6, stating she developed
lessons with these in mind All of the time, and Teacher #4 rated herself a 4, stating she
developed lessons with these in mind Some of the time.
GROUP B – All three teachers responded YES to being aware of the four ways.
Teachers #2 and #3 rated themselves as 6, stating they develop lessons with this in mind
All of the time, and Teacher #5 rated herself a 5, stating she developed lessons with this in
mind Most of the time.
For questions #4 – 6, the teacher was asked a question given a YES or NO
response. If the answer was YES, a follow-up question asked. They were then asked to
choose the style of instructional practice depending on the practice. A list of choices was
given for each practice.
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Table 73 - Interview Responses – Questions #4
GROUP A
Teacher #1

Co-Teaching
NO

Teacher #4
GROUP B
Teacher #2
Teacher #3

NO
YES

Teacher #5

NO

Type of Co-Teaching/Comment
Prevented, not having time, special
education inclusion does not like,
coach general education

NO

Parallel Teach (2 groups, teach
simultaneously)
Would like to, but not same
philosophy

Question #4 asked the teacher if they participated in Co-Teaching, defined as One
Teach/One Observe, One Teach/One Assist, Parallel Teach (two groups, teach
simultaneously), Station Teach (teach to small group then rotate), Alternative Teaching
(large/small group), and Team Teaching (one lesson, two teachers). If the answer was
YES, they were then asked to identify the type of co-teaching from the list of types
available. If the answer was NO, they were asked to give a reason, if known.
GROUP A – Teachers #1 and #4 said NO. Teacher #1 said she did not participate
in Co-Teaching because she was prevented from it and that the other special education
teachers did not like it.
GROUP B – Teachers #2 and #5 said NO. Teacher #5 states she would like to but
others do not have the same philosophy as she does about Co-Teaching. Teacher #3 said
she does co-teach, and participates in Parallel teaching, where there are 2 groups and the
two teachers teach at the same time the same content.
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Table 74 - Interview Responses – Questions #5
GROUP A

Cooperative Learning

Teacher #1
Teacher #4

YES
NO

GROUP B
Teacher #2

YES

Teacher #3

YES

Teacher #5

YES

Type of Cooperative
Learning/Comment
Reciprocal teaching in reading
Students are not independent, not
successful
Peer response groups for
writing/reciprocal teaching in writing
Think-pair-share/paired problem solving
in math
Try to, depends on kids

Question #5 asked the teachers if they implemented Cooperative Learning, defined as
Jig-Saw, Co-Op, Learning Together, Group Investigation, Think-Pair-Share, Peer response
groups for writing, Paired problem solving for mathematics, Reciprocal teaching in
reading, Group experiments in science, and Discussion circles in social studies. If they
answered YES, they were asked to name the types of Cooperative Learning they
implemented and if they answered NO, they were asked why.
GROUP A – Teacher #1 answered YES and implemented Reciprocal teaching in
reading. Teacher #4 answered NO because her students were not independent enough for it
to be successful.
GROUP B – All three teachers responded YES. Teacher #2 implemented Peer
Response Groups for writing and reciprocal teaching in writing, Teacher #3 implemented
Think-pair-share and paired problem solving in math, and Teacher #5 states she has tried,
but it depends on the students.
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Table 75 - Interview Responses – Questions #6
GROUP A
Teacher #1
Teacher #4
GROUP B
Teacher #2
Teacher #3
Teacher #5

Peer - Tutoring
NO
NO
YES
NO
YES

Type of Peer-Tutoring/Comment
Have on occasion
Cross-Age Tutoring
Cross-Age Tutoring sometimes

Question #6 asked the teachers if they implemented Peer-Tutoring, defined CrossAge tutoring, Same-Age tutoring, Same Ability, and Class-wide Peer tutoring. If they
answered YES, they were asked to describe the type of Peer-Tutoring and if they answered
NO, there were asked to explain why.
GROUP A – Both teachers responded NO to implementing Peer-Tutoring. Teacher
#4 stated she has tried on occasion.
GROUP B – Teachers #2 and #5 both responded YES to implementing PeerTutoring and both described Cross-Age Tutoring which is when older students work with
younger students in various activities. Teacher #3 responded NO.
Table 76 - Interview Responses – Questions #7
GROUP A

Technology
YES
YES

Class-Wide or
Personal
1 per student
class-wide

Academic or
Communication
Imagine
academic

Teacher #1
Teacher #4
GROUP B
Teacher #2
Teacher #3
Teacher #5

YES
YES
YES

both
both
both

curriculum
both

Question #7 asked teachers about their use of technology in the classroom. If they
answered YES, the teacher was asked if the technology was for the students to access the
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curriculum, either class-wide or personal, and if the technology was for academic or
communication purpose?
GROUP A – Both teachers responded YES to using technology in the classroom
and that all students in the class have access for academic purposes.
GROUP B – All three teachers responded YES to using technology in the
classroom. They each said that the technology was for both class-wide and personal use.
Teacher #3 stated the technology was for academics and Teacher #5 stated the technology
was for both academic and communication purposes.

Table 77 - Interview Responses – Questions #8
GROUP A

Full Inclusion

Teacher #1
Teacher #4
GROUP B
Teacher #2
Teacher #3
Teacher #5

NO
NO
NO
YES
depends

General or Special Education
Teacher

General Education Teacher

Questions #8-12 referred to inclusionary practices on the school site. The teacher
was asked a question given a YES or NO response. If the answer was YES, a follow-up
question asked.
Question #8 asked if the school allowed Full Inclusion. If the answer was YES,
they were asked who is responsible for their attendance.
GROUP A – Both teachers responded NO to implementation of Full Inclusion at
their school site.
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GROUP B – Teacher #2 responded NO, Teacher #3 responded YES, stating the
General Education Teacher was responsible for the attendance and Teacher #5 stated it
depends, with no clarification.
Table 78 - Interview Responses – Questions #9
GROUP A
Teacher #1

Mainstreaming
YES

Teacher #4

YES

GROUP B
Teacher #2

YES

Teacher #3

YES

Teacher #5

YES

Subjects
2 hours depending on strength of
student
Math, reading, P.E., social
studies
school-wide P.E., Fine
Arts/Science
depends on student, Math,
reading, PE
1 1/2 social studies, Art - student
becomes part of the group.

Question #9 asked if the school allowed Mainstreaming. If the answer was YES,
then in what subject were the students mainstreamed?
GROUP A – Both teachers responded YES to Mainstreaming. Teacher #1 stated
students are mainstreamed for 2 hours a day depending on strength of student and Teacher
#4 stated students are mainstreamed for Math, reading, P.E., and Social studies.
GROUP B – All three teachers responded YES to Mainstreaming. Teacher #2
stated students are mainstreamed in school-wide P.E., Fine Arts/Science, Teacher #3 stated
students are mainstreamed in Math, reading and PE but it depends on the student and
Teacher #5 stated students are mainstreamed for 1 1/2 hours in social studies and Art
where “student becomes part of the group”.
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Table 79 - Interview Responses – Questions #10
GROUP A
Teacher #1
Teacher #4
GROUP B
Teacher #2
Teacher #3
Teacher #5

Integration Activities
YES
assemblies
YES
YES
YES
YES

assemblies, more if parent wants
lunch/recess (one student, peer pressure
makes his behavior better)

Question #10 asked teachers if student had opportunities for Integration and if so, which
activities?
GROUP A – Both teachers responded YES. Teacher #1 stated the students are
integrated for assemblies.
GROUP B – All three teachers responded YES. Teacher #2 stated the students are
integrated for assemblies and more if the parents want. Teacher #5 stated the students are
integrated for lunch/recess. She also stated that for one student “peer pressure makes his
behavior better”.
Table 80 - Interview Responses – Questions #11
GROUP A Modify or Intervention
Teacher #1 works on goals/gives alternative homework
packet
Teacher #4 modify general education/ mostly intervention
GROUP B
Teacher #2 modify general education curriculum, utilizes
intervention
Teacher #3 some general education modification/
intervention for all
Teacher #5 NO
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Question #11 asked the teachers about the Resource teacher’s instructional
strategies? The question asked if the Resource teacher modified general education
curriculum or utilized intervention strategies/curriculum for students.
GROUP A – Teacher #1 responded the Resource Teacher works on IEP goals and
gives alternative homework packets. Teacher #4 responded the Resource Teacher modifies
general education curriculum but mostly implements intervention strategies for the
students.
GROUP B – Teacher # 2 responded the Resource Teacher modifies general education
curriculum as well as utilizing intervention strategies. Teacher #3 responded the Resource
Teacher does some general education modification but does intervention for all. Teacher
#5 responded NO with no clarification.

Table 81 - Interview Responses – Questions #12
GROUP A

SDC

Teacher #1

YES - 5 classes RSP/SDC

Teacher #4

NO - SAI model,
SDC/Resource/Intervention

GROUP B
Teacher #2

YES - 3 SDC on campus

Teacher #3

YES - 3 classes

Teacher #5

YES

Accessing General Education
Curriculum
general education & alternative
curriculum

M/M - general education uses
common core modified
M/S - access supplemental to core
curriculum, alternative curriculum
for subject
all use some general education,
most modified, supplemental
intervention
other types of curriculum
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Question #12 asked the teachers if SDC/Self-Contained classes were on their
campus. If so, does the class access general education curriculum through straight general
education teaching, modifying general education curriculum, or other types of curriculum?
GROUP A – Teacher #1 responded there were five RSP/SDC classes on the
campus utilizing general and alternative curriculum. Teacher #4 responded there were no
SDC classes, but had SAI classes that allowed for all students to have better access to
general education curriculum.
GROUP B – Teacher #2 responded that there were three SDC classes on the
campus. In those that had students with Mild/Moderate disabilities the general education
modified the core curriculum and those with students with Moderate/Severe disabilities
had access to supplemental core curriculum but also alternative curriculum for subjects.
Teacher #3 responded there were three SDC classes on campus and that all use some
general education but mostly had access to modified curriculum and supplemental
intervention. Teacher #5 responded there were SDC classes on campus and they had access
to other types of curriculum.
From the interviews, it can be concluded there is an issue regarding complete
understanding of the practices addressed in the study. For instructional practices, the
interview responses indicate mild consistency with the survey results. Three out of five
teachers implement UDL properly, as well as four out of five implemented Differentiated
Instruction. All five teachers indicated implementing Formative Assessment. This was in
line with the survey results. Consistency between the survey results and the phone
interviews was apparent when addressing Co-Teaching. Four out of Five teachers indicated
they did not participate in Co-Teaching, which is in line with the survey results. Although,
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Group A, in the survey, did indicate practicing more often than Group B, in the phone
interviews, the results seem to indicate that neither group practiced this at all, one teacher,
from Group B, stated she co-taught utilizing a parallel format. As for Cooperative
Learning, four of the five teachers interviewed stated their students participated in some
form of Cooperative Learning, and the survey indicated teachers did engage in this practice
Some of the time. Peer tutoring responses indicated a discrepancy between the survey and
interviews. The teachers in the interview stated little to no peer –tutoring was practices,
whereas in the survey, teachers indicated this occurred Some of the time. This may be an
indication, once Peer-Tutoring was clearly defined the teachers realized their
misconception of the practice. The understanding of Technology was evident in both the
survey and interview. Both sets of responses indicated a clear understanding of the purpose
and implementation of this practice.
For inclusionary practices, although within the survey it seemed teachers were
implementing various practices more frequently, the interviews indicated that this was not
the case. Teachers from both groups, except one, did not implement Full Inclusion at their
school site, yet Mainstreaming and Integration were implemented 100% of the time. The
survey indicated that Full Inclusion was implemented Some of the time, as well as,
Mainstreaming and Integration All or Most of the time. Yet, the discrepancy comes from
determining if a teacher, and/or administration, fully understand Full Inclusion and being
implemented accurately on the school sites. Additionally, determining if Mainstreaming
and Integration were understood accurately, or construed as similar practices, depending
on the student’s ability, is important to determining accuracy of the survey responses.
However, based on the interviews conducted, the teachers from both groups were able to
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give specific examples of each of these inclusionary practices which support a clear
understanding of the practices.
Summary
Chapter 4 reviewed the purpose of the study, research questions, demographics and
population used in study, data collection procedures and analysis of data. The data was
analyzed and reviewed in both table and narrative format.
The data was analyzed using a Two-sample t-test or Independent sample t-test. The
two groups, teachers from schools that did exit Program Improvement, met AYP
benchmark, or reached Safe Harbor in the 2012-2013 school year and those teachers from
schools that did not. Each group was independently analyzed by question. Using the Likert
scale of 1-6, Questions #2-26 were analyzed using a frequency distribution chart. This
chart provided data on the frequency of answers for each question. A T-test was used to
determine if the difference between the two groups was significant. Questions #27-29 were
open-ended and analyzed based on common words/phrases. SurveyMonkey© provided a
coding program and answers were coded for similar themes and phrases and analyzed for
inclusion in the data. Final telephone interviews were conducted with 5 volunteers to
gather clarity on specific questions regarding teachers’ understandings of instructional and
inclusionary practices.
For Instructional practices, there was a statistical difference in three areas,
Universal Design for Learning, Formative Assessment, and Peer Tutoring. The schools that
did not exit Program Improvement utilized these practices more frequently than schools
that did exit Program Improvement.
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For Inclusionary practices, there was a statistical difference in two areas, Full
Inclusion and Mainstreaming. The schools that did not exit Program Improvement
implemented these practices more frequently. However, the qualitative responses to openended questions and the phone interviews indicated that not all participants of the survey
had the same interpretation of each practice and therefore implementation at the individual
school sites was different.
As for Principal support of instructional and inclusionary practices, teachers
reported that their principal supported each instructional practice All or Most of the time.
However, teachers reported Full Inclusion was supported at schools that did not exit
Program Improvement but was not supported at schools that did exit Program
Improvement.
Chapter V presents a scenario, findings, conclusions and recommendations for
further study.
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Chapter V: Findings, Conclusions, Recommendations
“Sometimes the questions are complicated and the answers are simple.”
Dr. Seuss
An EdSource study that sought to compare California’s low-performing schools that failed
to make progress to its low-performing schools that did improve came to a confounding
conclusion: clear differences avoided detection. Comparing the two groups, the authors
noted, “These were schools in the same cities and districts, often serving children from the
same backgrounds. Some of them also adopted the same curriculum programs, had
teachers with similar backgrounds, and had similar opportunities for professional
development.”
(Smarick, Winter 2010, p 2)
Introduction
This chapter summarizes the purpose of the study, the major findings and gives
conclusions to the research. This chapter will also provide implications for actions,
recommendations for further research and concluding remarks.

The issue addressed in the study focused on No Child Left Behind Act of 2001
(NCLB), signed by George W. Bush on January 8, 2002 (Congress, 2002). The purpose of
NLCB was to “…demand an increase in the quality of education in America’s public
schools as determined by yearly assessments of student progress” (Rentschler, 2006, p.
637). At the core of the issue is NCLB requires all students be proficient in English and
math, as demonstrated by state assessment and accountability tests, by the year 2014,
including the subgroup of students with disabilities.
“NCLB requires all districts and schools receiving Title 1 funds to meet
state ‘adequate yearly progress’ (AYP) goals for their total student
populations and for specified demographic subgroups, including major
ethnic/racial groups, economically disadvantaged students, limited English
proficient (LEP) students, and students with disabilities” (“No child left
behind (nclb) requirements for schools” 2013).
If any subgroup within a school cannot meet proficiency, the school is classified as “in
need of improvement” or after continuous attempts, deemed a failure (Allbritten, Mainzer,
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& Ziegler, Winter 2004). However many schools, especially schools with subgroup of
students with disabilities, fail to meet minimum requirements that show their students are
academically proficient.
Schools with a subgroup of students with disabilities are more likely to miss their
target goals for Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) and fall into Program Improvement status
(Rentschler, 2006). The unchanging fact is since the implementation of No Child Left
Behind, districts and schools have been struggling to meet the proficiency level required
for all students. In 2012, only 11 percent of schools, with the students with disabilities, met
their federal Adequate Yearly Progress benchmark goal (Ehlers, 2013). Given students
with disabilities begin school at least one-to-two years behind their general education peers
academically, there is a question of how schools make gains in AYP, or exit Program
Improvement, with this subgroup. By looking at elementary schools, with a subgroup of
students with disabilities, that have exited Program Improvement, reached Safe Harbor or
met AYP benchmarks, one may be able to determine how school leaders support
instructional and inclusionary practices that work best for this subgroup, as well as
promote academic success to allow the students to achieve proficiency.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this mixed methods study was to identify which instructional and
inclusionary practices Special Education teachers implemented when teaching students
with disabilities. The study was to determine if these strategies contributed to the subgroup
of students with disabilities reaching Safe Harbor, meeting AYP criteria or allowing the
school to exit Program Improvement. The study was to also identify if there was a
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difference between leadership support of schools that did or did or not implement these
practices.
Research Questions
Eleven research questions were developed to determine if specific instructional and/or
inclusionary practices contributed to Title I schools, with subgroup of students with
disabilities, either exiting Program Improvement, reaching Safe Harbor, or meeting AYP
benchmarks, in the 2012-2013 school year. They were addressed through closed response
survey, open-ended response questions and voluntary interview of public school teachers in
four Southern California counties.

1. What best instructional strategies are reported in research for students with
disabilities?
2. What instructional strategies are used by Special Education teachers when teaching
students with disabilities?
3. What instructional strategies were supported by principals of elementary schools,
with a subgroup of students with disabilities, which exited Program Improvement,
or met “Safe Harbor”/AYP, in 2012-2013 school year, as identified by Special
Education teachers?
4. What instructional strategies were supported by principals of elementary schools,
with a subgroup of students with disabilities, which did not exit Program
Improvement, or meet “Safe Harbor”/AYP, in 2012-2013 school year, as identified
by Special Education teachers?
5. Is there a significant difference between schools implementing instructional
practices that exited Program Improvement, or met Safe Harbor/AYP, in 2012-2013
school year, and those that did not?
6. What best inclusionary practices are reported in research for students with
disabilities?
7. What inclusionary practices are used by Special Education teachers when teaching
students with disabilities?
8. What inclusionary practices were supported by principals of elementary schools,
with a subgroup of students with disabilities, which exited Program Improvement,
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or met “Safe Harbor”/AYP, in 2012-2013 school year, as identified by Special
Education teachers?
9. What inclusionary practices were supported by principals of elementary schools,
with a subgroup of students with disabilities, which did not exit Program
Improvement, or meet “Safe Harbor”/AYP, in 2012-2013 school year, as identified
by Special Education teachers?
10. Is there a significant difference between schools implementing inclusionary
practices that exited Program Improvement, or met Safe Harbor/AYP in the 20122013 school year and those that did not?
11. Is there a significant difference between teacher implementation and principal
support of instructional strategies or inclusionary practices at schools that did/did
not exit Program Improvement, or meet “Safe Harbor”/AYP in the 2012-2013
school years as identified by Special Education teachers?
Methodology
The purpose of this mixed-method study was to identify elementary schools, in four
Southern California counties, San Diego, Riverside, San Bernardino and Orange, each with
an identified subgroup of students with disabilities and having exited or not exited Program
Improvement, having met or not met AYP criteria or reaching Safe Harbor, in the 20122013 school year. The research was to identify instructional methods and inclusionary
practices, utilized by Special Education teachers and supported by school leadership,
which contributed to making a contribution to the gains within this population.
The study was a comparative, descriptive research design using an Ex Post Facto
Survey format. The survey utilized both closed and open-ended questions. Closed-ended
questions entailed specifically defined instructional and inclusionary practices, as
identified in the research, and the open-ended questions asked for more opinion, or further
discussion, information from the teachers, not provided within the closed-ended questions.
Phone interviews were conducted, with volunteer respondents, to ascertain if teachers, who
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participated in the study understood the definition of all the terms provided in the survey as
well as gain deeper insight to what method teachers implemented the strategies and
practices identified in the survey to determine if correct implementation was occurring.
Population
The study population was special education teachers, in schools designated Title 1,
with a significant subgroup of students with disabilities, and identified Program
Improvement (PI), exited PI, met Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) criteria or reached Safe
Harbor (SH).
Sample
The research sampling was conducted using Stratified Random Sampling
(McMillan & Schumacher, 2010) (Patten, 2012). A list of schools was obtained from the
California Department of Education, Analysis, Measurement, & Accountability Reporting
Division website. Websites of each school identified was recorded. Special Education
Teachers were identified by the website of the public school directory. The population was
divided into two groups of a total of 166 schools in four Southern California counties. The
groups were 50 schools that had exited PI, met AYP criteria or reached Safe Harbor in the
school year 2012-13 and 116 schools that did not meet these benchmarks. The sampling
was then taken from a random drawing using a web-based random sampling number
program, Research Randomizer, www.randomizer.org/form.htm (Patten, 2012). Each
school within each group was given a number and a proportional sampling of 43% was
drawn from each group. Therefore, 22 schools were chosen from the group of schools that
exited PI and 50 schools were chosen from the group that did not meet the criteria.
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Data Collection
All identified special education teachers, at each randomly drawn school, were
emailed a survey. Email addresses and phone numbers were obtained from each schools’
public website. If teachers’ emails could not be verified or obtained, via the website, the
school was put aside and another school was chosen, from the same county, to meet the
proportion. Depending on the district or school, surveys were either emailed using the
district provided email address or through the school website using a verification code.
To counter against failed email addresses or surveys being sent to teacher spam
files, every teacher was sent an introductory email introducing the research, explaining the
survey, its purpose and when to expect it in their email.(1) As emails were determined
undeliverable, email addresses were confirmed against the school list and school websites
for verification. Some teachers’ emails were deemed incorrect, and resent, while others
were determined to no longer be available and removed from the list. If other teachers were
available at that same school, then the percentage of schools per group was not affected,
however, if the unavailability affected the participation of the school, a new school was
randomly chosen and emails were sent to the identified special education teachers.
Once all emails were confirmed deliverable, surveys were differentiated by group
and submitted in different email groups. The first set of surveys were sent to the teachers in
schools that Exited PI and the next day a set was sent to the teachers in schools that Did
Not Exit PI. A letter restating the purpose of the survey was sent with the survey link.
(2)(3) The letter, included in the email, explained the confidentiality of the survey. The
surveys were sent via SurveyMonkey©, an online survey service. No personal information
was gathered that could identify the teacher and all survey responses were anonymous. If
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the teacher chose to identify themselves to become eligible for a $50 gift card from Office
Depot, that was optional.
A time period of 2 weeks was allowed for surveys to be returned. After two weeks,
another email was sent to all teachers asking to take the survey, if they had not already.
Only those that had self-identified through submitting their name for gift card or responded
to say they had filled out the survey were excluded from the reminder email.(4)(5) Two
weeks later, another email was sent to randomly chosen teachers, from each school site,
requesting they share the survey with other Special Education teachers on their school site.
(6)(7) Finally, after an additional two weeks, another email was sent for a final request to
complete the survey. This email was sent to only those teachers from the school group that
Did Not Exit PI. This was due to the lower response rate from this group. (8) At this same
time, teachers were also telephoned to illicit a greater response rate. (9)
After all surveys had been received, it was determined that additional information
was required to compare to the results of the closed and open-ended questions. Given the
wide-range of contradictory responses within the survey, more information was necessary
to ensure that teachers were understanding the questions and definition of terms as
provided, as well as gaining clarification of the extent to which the teachers were
implementing the practices and strategies.
10 randomly chosen survey respondents were emailed and asked if they would be
willing to participate in a phone interview to gather more information about their
implementation of the practices and strategies identified in the survey. Of the ten emails
sent, five per research group, five teachers, in total, responded: three from Group A and
two from Group B. It was explained that the purpose of the interviews was to gather more
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information about their understanding of the instructional strategies and inclusionary
practices identified in the survey and to discuss to what degree they were implementing
them in their classroom or at their school.
Table 82 - Survey Respondent Returns Per County
Number of
Percentage
Number of Surveys
Respondents
Returned
County #1
County #2
County #3
County #4
SKIPPED
TOTAL

Exit PI

Not Exit PI

Exit PI

Not Exit PI

Exit PI

Not Exit PI

16
13
18
27

63
41
28
42

35.29%
29.41%
10.59%
24.71%

174

30
25
9
21
1
86

20.93%
18.60%
25.58%
34.88%

74

9
8
11
15
1
44

59.45%

49.42%

Data Analysis
The data was analyzed using a T-test for Means, or Independent sample t-test. The
two groups were independently analyzed by questions, by determining the mean for
questions asking to what extent instructional or inclusionary practices were implemented in
teaching, then a t-test was used to determine if there was a difference between the two
groups.
The demographic data from question #2 was used to track respondents by county.
Using the Likert scale of 1-6, Questions #3-26 were analyzed using a frequency
distribution chart. This chart provided data on the frequency of answers for each question.
Questions #27-29 were open-ended and analyzed based on common words/phrases.
SurveyMonkey© provided a coding program and words/phrases were coded for similar
themes and phrases and analyzed for inclusion in the data.
Telephone interviews were conducted with five volunteer teachers. The interviews
provided greater clarification of what teachers understood to be instructional strategies and
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inclusionary practices and how these were being implemented in their classroom. Because
the interviewees were volunteers, it was assumed they were confident in their knowledge
of the information presented in the survey and could provide more detailed information
about the implementation of the strategies and practices. Specific questions were asked
about each instructional strategy and inclusionary practice to determine if teachers had a
clear perception and were responding with the same understanding as teachers from the
two groups as a whole.
The results of the interview provided additional data to be analyzed with the survey and
open response answers. The data from the interviews was extrapolated to represent the
teachers from both groups.
Major Findings
RQ#1 - What best instructional practices are reported in research for students with
disabilities?
Based on current educational research, there were seven instructional practices
determined to be the most effective when teaching students with disabilities. These were
Universal Design for Learning, Differentiated Instruction, Formative Assessment, CoTeaching/Cooperative Teaching, Cooperative Learning, Peer Tutoring, and Technology. In
34 sources, 78 authors identified these practices. Some practices were more supported than
others. Universal Design for Learning and Differentiated Instruction were the most
prevalent in the research, with 19 sources citing them as significant instructional practices
for students with disabilities. Formative Assessment was identified in five sources, whereas
Co-Teaching and Cooperative Learning were cited in 11 sources. Although Cooperative
Learning was identified as a significant instructional strategy, it was often associated with
Peer Tutoring. These two instructional strategies could also be implemented as social
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opportunities as ways for students with disabilities to engage their peers in general
education classes. Scholars discussed technology as a means of communication for
students with disabilities in nine sources and was identified as an instructional tool for both
teacher and student.
RQ#2 - What instructional strategies are used by Special Education teachers when
teaching students with disabilities?
Special Education teachers were surveyed to determine if they implemented the
identified instructional practices when teaching students with disabilities. The teachers
were grouped into two categories, with teachers from schools that either exited Program
Improvement, reached Safe Harbor, or met AYP benchmarks in the 2012-2013 school
year, or teachers from schools that did not meet these criteria. The survey asked teachers
to rate how often they implemented the instructional strategy on a Likert scale 1-6; 1 being
Never to 6 being All the time. For each instructional strategy, a definition was provided for
teachers to have a common understanding of the term in the question.
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Table 83 - Definition of Instructional Terms

Universal Design for
Learning

Formative Assessment

Differentiated Instruction

Co-Teaching/Cooperative
Teaching
Cooperative Learning

Peer Tutoring

Technology

Teachers developing/creating lesson plans, based on general education
curriculum, which address the needs of a wide range of students with
disabilities. Teachers implement instructional strategies that allow
individual learning styles and encourage a variety of ways to express
and engage in the classroom.
On-going instructional practice that can be used to guide a teacher and
student when teaching a lesson and check for understanding as the
student is learning a concept. This allows the teacher to gain immediate
feedback from the student and then include that information to improve
the learning of the student on a daily basis
Instructional method used to offer different teaching approaches for
different learning styles within the classroom during classroom
instruction.
Two or more teachers possessing different skills working together to
teach academically and behaviorally in an integrated, general education
setting. Co-teaching has been referred to as cooperative teaching,
collaborative teaching, collaborative instruction or team teaching.
Having a heterogeneous group of students, with and without disabilities,
working together on a project in a general education classroom.
Students with and without disabilities, as well as students with varying
degrees of disabilities, tutoring each other. Also known as same-age
tutoring or cross-age tutoring.
Enhancing accessibility to the general education curriculum by utilizing
technology in instruction, as well as providing assistive technology
for communication and writing tools for students with disabilities.

By providing the definitions, all teachers had the same background of information
provided to them. This was to lessen the possibility of misunderstanding or misinterpreting
the strategies.
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Table 84- Summary of Instructional Strategy Survey Findings
Instructional
Strategy

Group A - Did Not Exit PI
# of
respondents

% of
respondents

Universal
Design for
Learning

72

87%

Formative
Assessment

83

100%

Differentiated
Learning

82

99%

Co-Teaching/
Cooperative
Teaching

42

25

52%
31%

Cooperative
Learning

48

59%

Peer
Tutoring

52

64%

Technology

75

93%

Likert
Scale
rating

All or
Most of
the time
All, Most
or Some of
the time
All, Most
or Some of
the time
Most,
Some of
the time
Hardly
ever,
Never
Most,
Some of
the time
Some of
the
time/Once
in a while
All, Most
or Some of
the time

Likert
Scale
rating

Group B – Did Exit PI
# of
respondents

% of
respondents

30

71%

40

95%

42

100%

12

20

29%
47%

21

52%

23

56%

38

93%

All or Most
of the time
All, Most
or Some of
the time
All, Most
or Some of
the time
Most,
Some of
the time
Hardly
ever, Never
Most,
Some of
the time
Some of
the
time/Once
in a while
All, Most
or Some of
the time

However, the survey results indicated that some teachers did misinterpret the
definitions given or already had a preconceived understanding of the strategy, affecting the
way they responded to the questions. Although each strategy was reportedly implemented,
the scaled responses did not correlate to the open-ended answers given at the end of the
survey. Nor did the results coincide with best practices identified in the research. For
example, Universal Design for Learning (UDL) is stated as the most effective means of
providing access to general education curriculum for students with disabilities. (Rose,
2014). In the survey, both groups reported implementig UDL 87%/71% of the time. In the
open-response answers, not one teacher, from either group reported implementing UDL.
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There were answers reflecting differentiated instruction, or modification of curriculum, but
not a specific reference to UDL. UDL was never referenced as a teaching strategy.
However, in the interview questions, three of the five teachers interviewed responded they
were aware of the three principles of UDL and implemented the principles. Yet, when
probed further, all three teachers explained they did not implement all the principles to
each students consistently. This example reflects the inconsistency of implementation of
UDL and the teachers did not understand how to implement the strategy appropriately.
They believed they were implementing UDL principles, and they may have been without
correctly understanding what the principles are or they think they are implemeting
strategies when in reality they are not.
This result was the same for Formative Assessment. Although Formative
Assessment was surveyed to be implemented 100%/95% of the time, the open-responses
did not provide a mention of it as an instructional strategy and in the interviews, although 4
of 5 teachers acknowledged being aware of the strategy, they responded they were not
consistent with the implementation. Therefore, with survey responses so high and
interview questions being inconsistent, the data indicates that there is also a
misunderstanding of either what Formative Assessment is or how to implement it properly.
This pattern of inconsistency continued with three more strategies. Co-Teaching,
according to the survey, indicated Group B was more inclined to implement this strategy
All the time, however, Group A was more inclined to implement it most or some of the
time. It is important to note the implementation rate was very low, both groups, for CoTeaching and although Group B was more inclined, percentage-wise, to implement CoTeaching, Group A identified more opportunities in the open-ended responses.
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There were many responses indicating some form of Co-Teaching by Group A. The
teachers' responses indicated going to each other’s classrooms to co-teach a lesson. Some
teachers divided the classes into smaller groups for better instruction, with service
providers providing “Universal Access ELA time”. There was also the response of
Instructional Aides going to classrooms to modify instruction. The only Group B response
was of “special education staff doing some team-teaching, along with assistance in the
general education environment.”
The survey responses for Co-Teaching were in contrast to the interview questions
which had four of the five teachers responding they did not participate in Co-Teaching.
One teacher identified a particular type of Co-teaching, Parallel Teaching, but the other
four stated they were either not supported or did not have time for planning with other
teachers. With such a contrast in answers, the data indicates that teachers either think they
are participating in a form of Co-Teaching when they are not, or they are willing to
participate and are unable to because they either have no support, no planning time or do
not understand how to implement Co-Teaching. Therefore, the data does not support the
implementation of Co-Teaching as defined in the survey. The data indicates either a lack of
understanding of Co-Teaching models or a lack of support by teachers or administration as
to how to implement Co-Teaching when teaching students with disabilities.
The findings for implementation of Cooperative Learning were consistent with two
of the data collection strategies. The survey results and the interviews indicated both
groups were equal in their implementation - 59%/53%. In the interviews, four of the five
teachers indicated they did implement Cooperative Learning in their classrooms, and were
able to identify specific forms for Cooperative Learning, which were Reciprocal teaching
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in reading, Peer Response Groups, and Think/Pair/Share. However, Cooperative Learning
was not mentioned by any teacher in the Open Response section when asked about
additional instructional strategies. This could indicate that, although teachers implement
this strategy in their classroom, it is not considered an instructional teaching strategy for
students with disabilities, but more of a peer interaction strategy utilized in the classroom.
Peer Tutoring was another strategy where the findings differed between the groups.
The survey results showed equal implementation between the groups, with both groups
indicating implementation Some of the time. However, in the Open-Response section, only
one teacher in Group A indicated implementing Peer Tutoring, however referring to “peer
buddies” and “a 6th grade requirement.” Two teachers in Group B referred to “book
buddies.” This is consistent with the interview questions, which had two teachers
responding YES to implementing and three responding NO to implementing. Given the
inconsistency of answers within the different data collection strategies, it is clear that
teachers have different interpretations of Peer Tutoring and therefore, may not have a clear
understanding of what or how to implement it as an instructional strategy for students with
disabilities.
The results for Technology as an instructional strategy was consistent in both
groups. In the survey and interview, it was clear that teachers understood the purpose of
using technology by both students and teachers to gain access to the curriculum. In the
Open Reponses, technology was not specifically stated, but many of the forms of
curriculum mentioned required use of technology to access it, so it can be concluded that
technology was used in the class for instructional purposes and therefore is consistent with
the other forms of data collection.
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The data regarding Differentiated Instruction showed the two groups to be
statistically equal in implementation and was the only instructional strategy mentioned in
the survey that was also mentioned in the Open Response section. All five teachers
interviewed reported implementing Differentiated Instruction on a consistent basis. These
three forms of data collection indicate a clear understanding of Differentiated Instruction
by teachers and its benefit when teaching students with disabilities.
An important finding for this research question was Group A, the group that did not
exit Program Improvement, reach Safe Harbor or meet AYP benchmarks, was more, or as,
likely to implement instructional strategies as Group B, which was the group that did exit
Program Improvement, reach Safe Harbor or meet AYP benchmarks. This is important
because the research was to demonstrate Group B implementing the strategies more
consistently which would explain how the schools exited Program Improvement. Yet with
Group A reporting more consistent implementation, the results of the survey indicate these
instructional strategies may not be a factor in student achievement.
However, within the open-ended responses, there appeared to be lack of distinction
between instructional strategies and curriculum implementation. Many teachers identified
curriculum implementation as an instructional strategy.
RQ#3 - What instructional strategies were supported by principals of elementary schools,
with a subgroup of students with disabilities, which exited Program Improvement, or met
“Safe Harbor”/AYP, in 2012-2013 school year, as identified by Special Education
teachers?
RQ#4 - What instructional strategies were supported by principals of elementary schools,
with a subgroup of students with disabilities, which did not exit Program Improvement, or
meet “Safe Harbor”/AYP, in 2012-2013 school year, as identified by Special Education
teachers?
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Special Education teachers were surveyed and asked to what degree they perceived
their principal supported the instructional practices cited in the survey. Each group
responded stating their principal supported the instructional practices. Findings indicate
that no particular practice was overwhelmingly supported or not supported. Each
instructional practice was supported in varying degrees.
Table 85- Summary of Principal Support of Instructional Strategies
Instructional
Strategy

Group A – Did not Exit PI
# of
respondents

% of
respondents

Universal
Design for
Learning

76

95%

Formative
Assessment

77

97%

Differentiated
Learning

78

97%

61

77%

9

11%

68

85%

69

86%

Co-Teaching/
Cooperative
Teaching
Cooperative
Learning

Peer Tutoring

Technology

77

97%

Likert
Scale
rating

Likert
Scale
rating

Group B – Did Exit PI
# of
respondents

% of
respondents

36

93%

41

95%

38

97%

29

44%

29

75%

25

64%

5

13%

37

84%

All, Most
or Some of
the time
All, Most
or Some of
the time
All, Most
or Some of
the time
All, Most
or Some of
the time
Hardly ever
All, Most
or Some of
the time
All, Most
or Some of
the time
All, Most
or Some of
the time

All, Most or
Some of the
time
All, Most or
Some of the
time
All, Most or
Some of the
time
All, Most or
Some of the
time
All, Most or
Some of the
time
All, Most or
Some of the
time
Hardly ever
All, Most or
Some of the
time

The most interesting finding that came from this part of the study was that,
according to the survey results, each instructional strategy was perceived to be supported
by the Principal equally between both groups. The only instructional practice that had
more perceived support was Peer Tutoring by Group A.
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RQ#5 - What best inclusionary practices are reported in research for students with
disabilities?

Based on current educational research, there are 5 inclusionary practices that are
best when teaching students with disabilities. These inclusionary practices are Full
Inclusion, Mainstreaming, Integration, Pull-Out/Resource and Self-Contained/SDC
classes. There were 25 sources with 38 different authors. Full Inclusion was the most
prevalent in the literature, with all 25 sources citing it as a key practice in supporting
students with disabilities to achieve, academically and socially. Mainstreaming was cited
in 22 sources and Integration was cited in 19. Both were discussed as other key factors for
students with disabilities, and mentioned together in the sources, almost interchangeably.
Pull-Out/Resource was mentioned as a strategy in 14 sources, as a means to meet
individual academic needs of the student, whereas Self-Contained/SDC, cited in 13
sources, was mentioned as a placement for the more severely disabled and not as a model
for all students with disabilities.
RQ#7 - What inclusionary practices are used by Special Education teachers when teaching
students with disabilities?
Special Education teachers were surveyed to determine if they implemented the
identified inclusionary practices when teaching students with disabilities.
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Table 86 - Definition of Inclusionary Terms
Full Inclusion

Mainstreaming

Integration
Pullout/Resource

Self-contained/
Separate Class

Defined as students with disabilities receiving their entire academic curriculum in
the general education classroom.
Defined as a method used by Special Education teachers to integrate students with
disabilities into the general education classroom that require minimal support from
the special education teacher. If support is required, a paraprofessional may be
assigned to assist the student in the general education classroom. The students can
be placed in a general education class for a single subject or part of the day.
Defined as having proximity to the general education classes. Students with
disabilities participate in recess and lunch with the general education peers,
however, placement in the general education classroom for academic purpose is
not considered.
Defined as students with disabilities "pulled-out" of the general education
classroom, and taught separately, to receive services in specific curriculum, which
is flexible in modification and delivery.
Defined as students with disabilities separated from the general education
classroom for more than 60% of their day to receive instruction in a self-contained,
or separate classroom. A separate classroom allows for more individualized
instruction in a small group setting.

The teachers were grouped into two categories, with teachers from schools that either
exited Program Improvement, reached Safe Harbor, or met AYP benchmarks in the 20122013 school year, or teachers from schools that did not meet these criteria.
The survey asked teachers to rate how often they implemented the inclusionary practice
on a Likert scale 1-6; 1 being Never to 6 being All the time. For each inclusionary practice,
a definition was provided for teachers to have a common understanding of the term in the
question.
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Table 87 - Summary of Inclusionary Practices Survey Findings
Inclusionary
Practices

Group A – Did not Exit PI
# of
respondents

% of
respondents

Full Inclusion

Mainstreaming

49

61%

28

36%

71

88%

Integration

61

76%

Pull-Out/
Resource

56

70%

14

17%

69

86%

SelfContained/
SDC

Likert scale
rating

Group B – Did Exit PI
# of
respondents

Most, Some
of the time/
Once in
awhile
Hardly
Ever/Never
All, Most or
Some of the
time
All, Most or
Some of the
time
All, Most or
Some of the
time
Never
All, Most or
Some of the
time

Likert scale
rating

% of
respondents

14

31%

26

63%

24

58%

8

20%

34

84%

23

56%

9

22%

32

78%

Most, Some
of the time/
Once in
awhile
Hardly
Ever/Never
All, Most or
Some of the
time
Hardly ever
All, Most or
Some of the
time
All, Most or
Some of the
time
Never
All, Most or
Some of the
time

The survey results showed a difference between Group A and Group B in
implementing Full Inclusion. Although neither group reported implementing Full Inclusion
All of the time, Group A reported implementing it Some the time twice as much as Group B
reported implementing it Hardly ever. This result coincides with the open ended questions.
Group A reported many students being fully included in general education for most or part
of the day. Many were from the resource program being included in general education
classes, but also from the SDC classes for some portion of the academic day. Some were
partially included for a class or two, or minutes in a day. A few schools reported students
being fully included all day.
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Group B however, had limited responses addressing Inclusion. One response stated
that none of their students participated in Full Inclusion.
The interviews confirmed the inconsistent implementation of Full Inclusion. Of the
five teachers interviewed, three said they did not implement Full Inclusion. Two of the
teachers were from Group A, and one teacher was from Group B. This coincides with the
survey findings and the data indicates that although there is an attempt to implement Full
Inclusion, teachers are not implementing as defined due to lack of understanding of
practice or insufficient support from other teachers or administration. Partially
implemented Full Inclusion is not an accurate implementation of the practice, which
indicates teachers do not understand the term as defined in the survey.
The survey results also indicated that Group A was more likely to implement
Mainstreaming Most or Some of the time, whereas Group B was implementing it Some of
the time. However the open-ended responses indicated a much greater implementation of
Mainstreaming. Some of the responses, however, described implementation of
Mainstreaming as either Full Inclusion or Integration. In contrast, the interviews showed
that all teachers implemented Mainstreaming appropriately. Therefore there is a
misunderstanding of the correct definition of Mainstreaming.
The findings for Integration revealed a contrasting result. The survey results
revealed that Group B was more inclined to implement Integration than Group A.
However, these results did not coincide with the Open-Ended or the interview answers.
The Open-Ended answers revealed Group A was more invested in Integration on their
campuses, and identified greater means of integrating students with disabilities into the
general education classroom. Group B, although stating that Integration took place on their
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campuses, did not reveal an acceptance to this practice as much as Group A. However, the
interview answers showed that both groups implemented Integration appropriately and
consistently.
As for the findings for Pull-Out/Resource, the survey results shifted the trend with
Group B being more likely to implement Pull-Out/Resource practices than Group A.
However, the difference was only in the how often to implement the practice. Group B was
more likely to implement All of the time, whereas Group A was more likely to implement
Most of the time. This coincides with the Open-Ended responses where both groups
revealed that students were frequently pulled out from general education classes for
intervention or SAI purposes. The interviews also showed that when students were pulled
for Resource, the Resource teacher continued to work on goals and modify the general
education curriculum, allowing access to the students.
The final practice, SDC/Self-Contained classrooms, was shown to be implemented
by Group B more than Group A within the survey. Group B stated they were likely to
implement SDC/Self-Contained All the time. Although Group A did state implementing it
All the time, there was also enough responses to show Most and Some of the time, whereas
Group B was strongly implementing it All of the time. However, in the Open-ended
responses, again, Group A had a greater commitment to SDC/Self-Contained
implementation than Group B. Group A stated implementing SDC/Self-Contained, but also
providing access to general education classrooms to the students, as well as opportunities
to participate in classroom lessons and school activities. Group B had no response. This is
in contrast to the interview questions which revealed Group B to be implementing
SDC/Self-Contained All the time, and Group A Some of the time. The content offered to

262

the students, from both groups, was a modified general education curriculum, as well as
alternative curriculum developed for students with disabilities. The findings suggest that
SDC/Self-Contained classrooms were being implemented by both groups, however Group
B had a narrower definition of this practice and therefore students were segregated more
than the students in Group A, who seem to be integrated more within the general education
classroom.
RQ#8 - What inclusionary practices were supported by principals of elementary schools,
with a subgroup of students with disabilities, which exited Program Improvement, or met
“Safe Harbor”/AYP, in 2012-2013 school year, as identified by Special Education
teachers?
Special Education teachers were surveyed and asked to what degree they perceived
their principal supported the inclusionary practices cited in the survey. Each group
responded stating their principal supported the inclusionary practices. Although, each
inclusionary practice was supported in varying degrees, some were more supported than
others. Group A was statistically more supported than Group B for all inclusionary
practices, which draws on the same conclusion as with the instructional strategies, that
there is a concern the teachers misunderstood the complete definition of each inclusionary
practice and therefore their response may not reflect an accurate perception of support for
each practice.
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Table 88- Summary of Principal Support of Inclusionary
Practices
Inclusionary
Practices

Group A – Did not Exit PI
# of
respondents

% of
respondents

62

78%

Full Inclusion

Mainstreaming

74

92%

Integration

72

89%

PullOut/Resource

74

92%

SelfContained/SDC

76

95%

Likert
Scale
rating

Group B – Did Exit PI
# of
respondents

% of
respond
ents

All, Most
or Some of
the time

17

44%

Hardly
ever, Never

7

18%

33

87%

33

86%

36

94%

34

90%

All, Most
or Some of
the time
All, Most
or Some of
the time
All, Most
or Some of
the time
All, Most
or Some of
the time

Likert
Scale
rating

All, Most
or Some of
the time
Hardly
ever,
Never
All, Most
or Some of
the time
All, Most
or Some of
the time
All, Most
or Some of
the time
All, Most
or Some of
the time

The survey results for support of Full Inclusion and Mainstreaming show that
Group A perceived greater support than Group B. However this is in great contrast to the
Open-Ended responses stating there is minimal to no support from the Principal for
implementing Inclusion, and therefore Mainstreaming.
The other inclusionary practices, Integration, Pull-Out/Resource were statistically
equal in their perceived support. SDC/Self-Contained had more support in Group A than
Group B.
RQ#6 - Is there a significant difference between schools implementing instructional
practices that exited Program Improvement, or met Safe Harbor/AYP, in 2012-2013 school
year, and those that did not?
RQ#10 = Is there a significant difference between schools implementing inclusionary
practices that exited Program Improvement, or met Safe Harbor/AYP in the 2012-2013
school year and those that did not?
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In comparing the survey data, four categories recorded a significant difference in
implementation of the strategies and practices: Formative Assessment, Peer Tutoring, Full
Inclusion, and Mainstreaming. Each of these implemented more significantly by Group A
then by Group B. Whereas Technology and SDC/Self-Contained both had almost equal
implementation.

Table 89 - Significant difference between groups when
implementing Instructional Strategies
Mean
Group A Group B

Significance <.05

Universal Design for
Learning

5.25

4.74

0.515

Differentiated
Instruction
Formative Assessment
Co-Teaching
Cooperative Learning
Peer tutoring
Technology

5.6
5.35
3.38
3.84
3.41
4.77

4.98
4.98
3.07
3.49
2.85
4.78

0.3351
0.0146
0.2958
0.1999
0.0251
0.9321

Table 90 - Significant difference between groups when
implementing Inclusionary Practices

Full Inclusion
Mainstreaming
Integration
Pull-Out/Resource
SDC/Self-Contained

Mean
Group A Group B
3.19
2.51
4.57
3.71
4.38
4.88
3.83
3.54
4.6
4.54

Significance <.05
0.0225
0.0007
0.1467
0.291
0.8258

However, when reviewing the Open-ended responses and interviews, there is a
greater difference then shown by the survey data. Although Formative Assessment
indicates a significant difference of implementation, with Group A implementing it more
than Group B, there was no reference to Formative Assessment in the Open-ended
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response answers and when the teachers were interviewed, Group A teachers indicated not
understanding how to implement or not implementing Formative Assessment all the time.
A similar result was demonstrated with the data for Full Inclusion. Although the
data reported a significant difference in implementation between Group A and Group B,
the Open-ended responses and interviews contradict the data.
Group A responses for Full Inclusion, although greater than that of Group B,
indicated a misunderstanding of the practice, as identified in the study. Many responses
described forms of “partial inclusion” where students with disabilities were included in
general education classrooms for part of a day, or for only a subject of two. These are not
accurate examples of Full Inclusion, as described in the study. These are more examples of
Mainstreaming or Integration.
A similar result was found from the interviews. The teachers, from both groups,
although willing to implement Full Inclusion at their school site, were not able to because
of lack of support from other teachers or from administration.
These results indicate that teachers are either not understanding the definition of
Full Inclusion, or are implementing what they think it to be and not realizing it is not the
correct implementation. So, although the survey data indicates a significant difference in
implementation of Full Inclusion, the remaining data contradicts these results.
Mainstreaming indicates the same results as Full Inclusion, in that the survey data
indicates a significant difference between the groups, the Open-ended responses and
interviews did not support the data and the same conclusion is to be made, that teachers
either do not understand the definition of Mainstreaming as provided in the survey, or they
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implement what they believe to be Full Inclusion, not realizing they are confusing different
practices.
Although there does exist differences between schools in regards to their
implementation of instructional and inclusionary practices, surveys revealed Group A
implemented most of the practices more than Group B. These results contradict the
hypothesis that schools which implement the proven practices are more inclined to exit
Program Improvement. Because Group A appears to be implementing the practices and
strategies more than Group B, it is not clear if this impacts student achievement or
Program Improvement.
RQ#11 - Is there a significant difference between teacher implementation and principal
support of instructional strategies or inclusionary practices at schools that did and did not
exit Program Improvement, or meet “Safe Harbor”/AYP in the 2012-2013 school years as
identified by Special Education teachers?
The final findings of the research is a culmination of all the data; to compare if
there is a difference between implementation and support within the same school group.
Determining if there is a difference between Group A and Group B would conclude the
research and explain how a school can exit Program Improvement.
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Table 91 – Comparison Chart of Implementation and Support within each study
group – Instructional Strategies and Inclusionary Practices
Group A - School Not Exiting PI
Teacher
Implementation
5.25

Principal
Support
5.21

5.35

5.44

5.60

5.63

3.39

4.58

Cooperative
Learning
Peer tutoring

3.84
3.41

5.19
4.84

Technology

4.77

5.50

UDL
Formative
Assessment
Differentiated
Instruction
Co-Teaching/
Cooperative
Teaching

Significant
Difference
<.05
0.7887

Teacher
Implementation
4.73

Principal
Support
4.95

4.98

5.36

5.48

5.54

3.07

4.28

<.001*

3.49
2.85

4.85
4.36

<.001*

4.78

5.69

0.4941
0.8351

Significant
Difference
<.05
0.4572
0.1022
0.7323
0.0024*

<.001*
<.001*

Group A - School Not Exiting PI

Full Inclusion
Mainstreaming
Integration
PullOut/Resource
SelfContained/SDC

Group B - Schools Exiting PI

Teacher
Implementation
3.19
4.57
4.38

Principal
Support
4.36
5.09
4.99

Significant
Difference
<.05
<.001*
0.0035*
0.0124*

3.83

5.08

<.001*

4.60

5.13

0.0104*

0.0001*
<.001*
<.001*

Group B - Schools Exiting PI
Teacher
Implementation
2.51
3.71
4.88

Principal
Support
3.59
4.74
4.89

3.54

5.18

4.54

5.13

Significant
Difference
<.05
0.0052*
0.0023*
0.9626
<.001*
0.1192

When comparing the groups, statistically, what stands out the most is that, according to
the survey results, Principal support of practices was greater than implementation. Even in
Group A, there was statistically a significant difference between perceived support and
implementation in four instructional areas. These areas were Cooperative Learning, CoTeaching. Cooperative Teaching, Peer Tutoring and Technology. There was also statistically a
significant difference between perceived support and implementation in all inclusionary areas;
Full Inclusion, Mainstreaming, Integration, Pull-out/Resource and Self-Contained/SDC. Group
B had statistical differences in the same instructional strategies as Group A; Cooperative
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Learning, Co-Teaching. Cooperative Teaching, Peer Tutoring and Technology, as well as
statistical difference in inclusionary practices; Full Inclusion, Mainstreaming and PullOut/Resource.
This conclusion reveals that either Principals were very supportive in nature, or that the
teachers were not fully understanding of what was being supported. So this begs the question,
“Can a Principal be supportive of practices and strategies that are not being fully implemented
in their schools?” or “Can there be perceived support when there is not an implementation of
the practices and strategies?”
The overall findings suggest there needs to be clearer understanding by teachers to
fully implement the strategies and practices. The Open-ended responses illustrated that
although Principals supported the practices, there was not Professional Development time or
planning time available to implement the strategies or practices. Many teachers responded,
across the survey, they wanted more time for planning curriculum and to work with other
teachers. The teachers responded they were willing and they were trying to implement the
strategies and practices but were not getting support and were doing it as best as they could
given their circumstance. Therefore, it appears that strategies and practices were implemented
at school sites without a full understanding of how to apply them and how to effectively
address the social and academic needs of students with disabilities to best improve student
achievement. Teachers were inclined to implement the strategies, however, without proper
implementation procedures, teachers were not sure how to apply the strategies or practices.
The results indicate more professional development needs to be provided to both
groups of schools. The Principal needs to develop a plan to share with the teachers that
explains what the expected implementation of instructional strategies and inclusionary
practices are for the school site and how these practices should be addressed to meet the needs
of students with disabilities and create an environment for student achievement.
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Conclusions
The purpose of this study was to determine what instructional strategies or inclusionary
practices schools, with subgroups of students with disabilities, when implemented, allowed the
schools to exit Program Improvement in the last full assessment school year, 2012-2013. The
study was also to determine how school leadership affected the implementation of these
strategies and if it had any effect on the school exiting Program Improvement. Prior to the
study, the hypothesis was that schools that had exited Program Improvement, with a subgroup
of students with disabilities, would show evidence of successful implementation of some or all
best practices of instructional strategies and/or inclusionary practices. The intent of this study
was to validate this hypothesis. The validation would be apparent by the implementation of
specific strategies in schools exiting Program Improvement versus schools that did not exit
Program Improvement. Also, principal support of the strategies would be more apparent at
schools exiting Program Improvement versus schools that did not exit Program Improvement.
However, the study did not prove the hypothesis. What the study did determine was that more
professional development opportunities must be provided by the principal, so teachers can
better understand instructional strategies and inclusionary practices as well as academic
expectations of students while providing opportunities for shared vision and planning activities
for all stakeholders. There were six conclusion from the study that addressed these issues.

Conclusion #1
Teachers need Professional Development to understand and implement Best Practices of
Instructional Strategies and Inclusionary Practices for Students with Disabilities
Teachers do not have a clear understanding of the concepts of the instructional
strategies or inclusionary practices that are imperative to the instruction of students with
disabilities. Although determining in which manner teachers understand these concepts is
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difficult to quantify, teacher will benefit from more professional development
opportunities discussing these strategies and practices. Professional development must be
provided to teachers so they can successfully implement these best practices to improve
student success. Given that Group A was more likely to implement instructional strategies
than Group B, it can be presumed that without full understanding and proper
implementation of best practices, instructional strategies and inclusionary practices for
students with disabilities do not affect program improvement status of schools. In order to
address the instructional needs of students with disabilities, teachers must be provided with
ongoing Professional Development and shared planning time to properly utilize strategies
and understand how specific instructional strategies and inclusionary practices can be
incorporated into the school to provide access to students with disabilities.
Conclusion #2
Teachers report perceived support from their Principals but it is not applied in practice.
The data from the surveys indicate teachers perceive support from their Principals
to implement instructional strategies and inclusionary practices. However, in the actual
implementation of these best practices, the teachers report in open-ended responses a lack
of support from the principal, as well as other teachers. Perceived support does not
translate to actual support and therefore there is disconnect between teachers’
implementing instructional practices and inclusionary practices and perceived Principal
support for them. Teachers may perceive an overall positive school culture and translate
this into support for instructional strategies and inclusionary practices, however, when
specifically asked to comment on how the Principal supported individual practices, it was
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clear teachers did not perceive support for implementation. Perceived support was equal
between the two groups and cannot be a factor in a school’s Program Improvement status.
Conclusion #3
Special Education Teachers do not have access to common core curriculum that meets
the needs of all students with disabilities
Evident throughout the answers to Question #27 which asked teachers to describe
other instructional practices that may be implemented at their school site that were not
described within the survey, a total of eleven categories were identified between the two
groups. Instructional practices was interpreted by the teachers to mean curriculum
programs. Therefore the categories created by the responses were Common Core Modified,
Designed Special Education Curriculum, District Designed, District Mandated/Adopted,
Instruction Method, Mentioned in Survey, Modified District Curriculum, No Curriculum
Provided, Remedial Materials, RTI (Response to Intervention), and Teacher Developed.
Within each category, teachers described developing their own curriculum to meet the
needs of their students. Many teachers responded they modify the common core
curriculum provided by the district, while others have specific curriculum designed as
intervention programs. Still others stated they had no curriculum and developed the content
to meet the IEP goals for their students.
Special Education teachers need better access to common core curriculum to meet
the needs of all their students. Although, UDL is intended to allow for teachers to provide
access to Common Core State Standards (CCSS), depending on the level of the students,
either great modifications must take place or other forms of curriculum are being provided
by the teachers. With students being tested with alternative assessments that are aligned to
(CCSS), teacher are expected to prepare students without district curriculum. School
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Districts must provide appropriate curriculum for Special Education teachers. Curriculum
that addresses Common Core State Standards as well as meeting the academic needs of all
levels of students with disabilities.
Conclusion #4
Individualized Instruction for students with disabilities contributes to academic
achievement
Individualized instruction for students with disabilities may allow schools to exit
Program Improvement. This conclusion became evident from the data that indicated Group
B, the schools that exited Program Improvement, were more likely to implement
Integration and SDC/Self-Contained than Group A, and Pull-Out/Resource was
implemented equally. These inclusionary practices involve more small group and
individualized instruction, which provides teachers opportunities to teach content that best
meets the student’s needs. As shown in the open-ended questions and interviews, Resource
and SDC teachers were more inclined to modify general education curriculum or provide
modified curriculum to students in these settings. SDC teachers, in particular were more
likely to find or create curriculum that met the needs of their students, more so than
utilizing district general education curriculum. With the ability to address specific
learning needs of students, it is evident that targeted teaching does improve a student’s
ability to improve academically. The support of this practice could affect the schools
ability to exit Program Improvement, reach Safe Harbor and/or meet AYP benchmarks.
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Conclusion #5
Principals and teachers need a strategic school-based plan for implementing best
practices for teaching students with disabilities
The study provided data to show that although teachers perceived support from
their principals to implement the instructional and inclusionary practices, teachers also
responded that they did not have support to implement specific practices. Teachers lack an
understanding of what the principal expects from them and from the schools. Without a
clear vision of expectations for instructional strategies and inclusionary practices by both
groups, principal support for students with disabilities does not affect school improvement
status within this subgroup.
Conclusion #6
Teachers do not understand the difference between instructional strategies and
curriculum.
The open-ended responses provided evidence that teachers were identifying
curriculum as instructional strategies. In some responses, it was apparent teachers, in both
groups, identified specific curriculum as instructional strategies. The teachers were
confusing the “How you teach” vs. the “What you teach”. The question required two
answers, “What other instructional practices do you use when teaching students with
disabilities? and “Do you use district-mandated curriculum or teaching method…? Many
of the teachers responded only with which district-mandated curriculum they used.
Without a clear understanding that strategy, or method, is the how, and curriculum is the
what, teachers will not be able to address the academic needs of students with disabilities
and provide opportunities for these students to make academic gains.
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Final Conclusion
All schools in the study indicated they implement the instructional practices, some
schools more than others. Yet, the study showed that the schools that did not exit Program
Improvement implemented the best practice strategies more often than the schools that did
exit Program Improvement. Of the seven instructional strategies identified in the study,
three were more likely to be implemented by schools not exiting Program Improvement;
Universal Design for Learning, Formative Assessment, and Peer Tutoring. The remaining
four instructional strategies; Differentiated Instruction, Co-Teaching, Cooperative
Learning, and Technology were equally implemented by both school groups. These results
contradict the literature research. The research states that by implementing all or at least
some of these instructional strategies, either in combination or separately, students with
disabilities would have greater access to general education curriculum and therefore would
perform better on statewide assessments. (Snell & Brown, 2006) (Rose, Meyer, & Gordon,
Winter-Spring 2014) (Common Core Standards Initiative 2014) Better results on statewide
assessments would allow schools to reach their target numbers and exit Program
Improvement.
The results regarding the five inclusionary practices indicated the same pattern.
Two of the practices, Full Inclusion and Mainstreaming were reported to be implemented
more often by schools that did not exit Program Improvement, Integration and SDC/SelfContained were more implemented by Group B, whereas Pull-Out/Resource was equally
by the two groups. Although both groups in the study implemented inclusionary practices
consistently, according to the research, these practices alone do not address the issue of
academic achievement. The research is inconclusive on whether the inclusionary practices
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contribute to academic achievement for students with disabilities. (Hallahan, Kauffman, &
Pullen, 2009) (Research Agenda Task Force, 2002) (Sailor, 2002)(Zigmond, 2003).
However, there is research that states that Full Inclusion does benefit students with
disabilities more than any other inclusionary practices and can contribute to their academic
success. (Zigmond, 2003). Although the study results showed the schools exiting Program
Improvement were more likely to engage in Integration or SDC/Self-Contained classrooms
than Full Inclusion or Mainstreaming, we do not have a clear picture as to how these
practices were implemented. These practices contradict the best practices research.
As for school leadership affecting the instructional strategies or inclusionary
practices, the results of the study do not indicate there is a direct correlation. Teachers,
from both groups, reported on the Likert scale survey, they perceived their principal gave
sufficient support for the strategies and practices being implemented on their school site.
The research supports that for schools to successfully navigate the Program Improvement
process, principal leadership and support is a key factor in their success. (Marzano, 2005)
(Harvey, Drolet, & Devore, 2014) (Drolet & Turner, 2010) When comparing principal
support for each strategy or practice, there was no significant difference between the
groups. Schools from both groups indicated support from their principals when
implementing all seven instructional strategies. Schools not exiting Program Improvement
reported more support for the implementation of Full Inclusion and Mainstreaming and
both groups felt supported when implementing Integration, Pull-Out/Resource and
SDC/Self-Contained. Therefore there is no indication that principal support of these
practices affects Program Improvement status. Yet, based on the literature, schools exiting
Program Improvement should have indicated implementing these practices and strategies
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significantly more due to the subgroup of students with disabilities meeting statewide
assessment benchmarks.
Upon analysis of the open-ended questions at the end of the survey, there seems to
be inconsistency in teacher responses. For Question #28, when asked what types of
inclusionary practices were implemented at their school, many teachers responded by
accurately identifying those stated in the survey, however, when some teachers responded
with “Partial Inclusion”, their explanation was a description of Integration. Also, for
Question #29, when asked why there was no Inclusion, one teacher responded that her
school did not have “…Full Inclusion because the students were pulled minimally
throughout the day so the students could be in general education setting for the majority of
the day.” This statement exemplifies a misunderstand of the definition of Inclusion.
These are examples of some teachers, although given the definition in the survey,
may not have an accurate understanding of the different types of instructional strategies
and inclusionary practices available. This likely affected the results of the survey,
indicating that some teachers may not have responded accurately and either inflated or
deflated the Likert scale responses, for both implementation and their perception of
principal support.
For students to be successful, teachers need to know what they are teaching. The
study was conducted with the assumption that teachers would fully understand and be able
to identify instructional strategies and inclusionary practices already occurring within their
school sites. The results showed something different. Too many contradicting responses
clearly indicated that teachers did not have a complete understanding of practices they are
responsible for and are expected to implement when teaching students with disabilities.
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Therefore, due to this misunderstanding, an accurate evaluation of the level of
implementation and principal support is difficult to measure. The perceived perception
could be misinterpreted for positive school culture and has nothing to do with a principals’
understanding of the practices. However, too many contradictions between the survey
results and open-ended answers suggest that teachers are not fully aware of what the
principal expects from the teacher. Strategic planning by the principal that includes a
strong professional development plan for the teachers is imperative for schools to make
progress when teaching students with disabilities.
Implications for Action
There are six actions that schools need to address that will improve instruction and
allow teachers to better meet the needs of students with disabilities and provide greater
opportunities for students to achieve.
1. Provide professional development for teachers on best practices of
instructional strategies for students with disabilities.
2. Provide professional development for teachers on best practices of
inclusionary practices for students with disabilities.
3. Develop and/or provide curriculum that meets Common Core State
Standards and the individual needs of students with disabilities.
4. Allow opportunities for teachers to provide individualized instruction in a
more inclusive environment.
5. Principals must monitor and provide opportunities for teachers to develop,
share and implement strategic school plans on expectations of instructional
strategies and inclusionary practices.
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6. IHE (Institutes of Higher Education), as well as school districts, must
ensure that teachers are provided adequate instruction, training and
professional development opportunities to be able to understand the
difference between strategies and curriculum implementation.
Action #1 and #2

Provide Professional Development for Teachers and Principals on Best Practices of
Instructional Strategies and Inclusionary Practices for Students with Disabilities.
Table 92 - Summary of Instructional/Inclusionary Findings
Strategy

Result

Implication

Affect PI
status

UDL

Teachers do not have an
understanding of this strategy

Teachers need Professional
Development training

Cannot be
determined

Formative
Assessment

Teacher do not have an
understanding of this strategy

Teachers need Professional
Development training

Cannot be
determined

Differentiated
Instruction

Teachers know and implement

Being implemented correctly

Possibly

Co-Teaching

Teacher do not have an
understanding of this strategy

Teachers need Professional
Development training

Cannot be
determined

Cooperative
Learning

Not identified as a teaching
strategy

Teachers need Professional
Development training

Peer Tutoring

Teacher do not have an
understanding of this strategy

Teachers need Professional
Development training
Continued Professional

Cannot be
determined
Cannot be
determined

Technology

Teachers know and implement

Development training

No

Practice

Result

Implication

Affect PI
status

Full Inclusion

Teachers do not have a clear
understanding of the definition

Teachers need Professional
Development training

Cannot be
determined

Mainstreaming

Interchanging meaning and
purpose

Teachers need Professional
Development training

Cannot be
determined

Integration

Both groups understand and
implement

No correlation with PI status

No

Pull-Out

Group B more likely than
Group A

Individualized, targeted
instruction

Possibly

SDC

Group B more likely than
Group A

Modification of general
education curriculum for
students with disabilities

Possibly
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The study provided evidence that teachers did not understand the full definition of
the instructional strategies and inclusionary practices as defined by the research. For
teachers to be able to implement best practices, they must first understand what they are
and how to apply them when providing instruction for students with disabilities. A
professional development plan must be created for teachers to better understand the
instructional strategies and inclusionary practices that are imperative for students with
disabilities. Strong professional development is paramount to student achievement.
“Professional development is particularly important because it shapes teacher beliefs,
assumptions, and practice.” (Lambert, 2003, p. 90) Principals must recognize the need for
professional development that centers on student success and provide opportunities for
teachers to learn, experience, share and discuss these practices. Just implementing
practices, without follow-up discussions and trainings, weakens the impact on students.
Teachers, especially Special Education teachers, need professional development
opportunities that focus on student achievement by providing strategies and practices that
can improve student learning. Professional development opportunities must be provided for
teachers to learn how to properly implement the practices and for Principals to learn how to
develop and communicate a plan for teachers to know and understand the expectations for
implementation of these practices.

Action #3
Develop and/or provide curriculum that meets Common Core State Standards and the
individual needs of students with disabilities.
As evidenced by responses in the open-ended questions, many teachers, from both
groups, responded they modified current mandated general education curriculum standards
or developed their own curriculum to meet the diverse instructional needs of their students.
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Many also responded with examples of specifically designed commercial programs to
address instructional needs. For students with more severe disabilities, teachers responded
with no curriculum provided or they were required to modify general education
curriculum. Some teachers responded it was not possible to modify to such a low level to
meet student academic needs.
Curriculum must be developed and provided to teachers that is modified in nature
and allows students to address their individual needs as well as meeting common core state
standards. “For students with disabilities to be able to meet the standards described in the
CCSS, they will need a focused curriculum, and teachers will need instructional methods
that address the students’ individual needs.” (Thurlow, 2012)
The need for curriculum is tied to the yearly state assessments. Although Program
Improvement status in California is suspended until 2017, schools are still required to
assess all students, and the new state assessment program, has aligned the content with
Common Core standards. “According to Stanley Rabinowitz, Director of Assessment and
Standards Development Services and of the Assessment and Accountability
Comprehensive Center at WestEd, ‘To achieve the goal that all students leave high school
ready for college and career, Smarter Balanced (The state testing service) will ensure that
assessment and instruction embody the Common Core State Standards and that all
students, regardless of disability, language, or subgroup status, have the opportunity to
learn this valued content and show what they know and can do.’” (Thurlow, 2012)
Without a well-developed core curriculum for students with disabilities, it is impossible to
instruct to meet the individual needs of each student based on their IEP goals, aligning it
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with common core standards, as well as modifying to a level that allows for greater access
to the curriculum.
Action #4
Allow opportunities for teachers to provide individualized instruction in a more inclusive
environment.
One significant difference between Group A and Group B was that Group B was
more likely to provide instruction in small group or individualized setting. This seems to
be a factor in student achievement. Although this was demonstrated through responses to
inclusionary practices of Integration and SDC/Self-Contained, providing more
individualized instruction opportunities can be addressed in multiple ways. Co-teaching
can provide opportunities for both general and special education teachers to work in small
groups and provide individualized instruction in a general education classroom setting.
Cooperative Learning and Peer tutoring can also address needs of students by providing
specific learning targets to be addressed during these interactions. Providing Special
Education teachers opportunities to collaborate, plan and work with General education
teachers to co-teach students is crucial to including more students with disabilities in the
general education classroom as well as providing access to the curriculum.
Action #5
Principals must work with teachers to develop, share and implement strategic school
plans on expectations of instructional strategies and inclusionary practices.
Since the implementation of NCLB in 2001, schools have been required to address
the needs of all students, including students with disabilities, as well as additional
expectations by Principals to have their schools meet AYP two years in a row. (Hoppey &
McLesky, 2013) (Congress, section 1001, (2)(B)) However, without a strategic plan,
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principals cannot begin to know how to achieve these expectations. Although, there have
been limited studies done to address the issue of how to address schools with students with
disabilities and Program Improvement, there is sufficient research to indicate how
principals should lead schools for overall student success. The literature research cited four
studies that indicated varying behaviors that principals of successful schools demonstrate.
In all the studies, it stated that a clear vision for the school was a contributing factor for
student success. “A strong leader establishes a clear vision for the organization that all
students can achieve.” (Harvey, Drolet & Devore, 2014, p. 2) This vision must be
communicated to all stake holders. “Taking the time to clearly articulate what you believe
in as a school is important, but just as important to this first step is the fact that it must be
shared.” (Drolet & Turner, 2010, p. 12)
School leader/principal must develop a vision to share. Strategic planning is crucial
for schools to achieve in this age of school improvement. Within a strategic plan there
must be proven actions that a successful school leader can demonstrate. As stated in Dr.
Bonita Drolet’s paper “Closing the Achievement Gap For All Students”, there are twelve
actions that principals must take to address the academic needs of their students. These are
strong leadership, change of culture, high quality teachers, curriculum rigor, high
expectations, clear goals, and focus on learning, support, professional development,
collaboration, data analysis, and partnerships. (Drolet, 2008) These actions are true for all
principals meeting the needs of all students and must be put together in a strategic plan to
share with all stakeholders.
In the end, school leaders must communicate to the stakeholders what the plan is
and how it will be implemented. Without communicating what is expected, no one will
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know what to do or where to go. As quoted in “Leading for Excellence” by Dr. Thomas
Harvey, et al, “Leadership defines what the future should look like, aligns people with that
vision, and inspires them to make it happen despite the obstacles. (Harvey, Drolet &
Devore, 2014, p. 2) School leaders must be able to develop a vision, or purpose, for their
school, that includes all students with disabilities, and how to implement a plan, with the
correct strategies and practices, to enable these students to achieve both academically and
socially. The principal must share the plan with teachers, students and the community, so
all can participate in the continued professional development and evolution for school
success. When principals are working toward school improvement, a plan that reflects this
must be developed and shared. “Teachers and staff alike need to be able to rattle off the
school priorities and goals and then be able to say without hesitation how those priorities
and goals are being met in the classroom with specific students.” (Harvey, Drolet &
Devore, 2014, p. 66)
Recommendations for Further Research
The purpose of this study was to determine what instructional strategies and
inclusionary practices were implemented by schools identified with the subgroup of
students with disabilities. Based on the findings of the survey and interviews, the
recommendations for further research are as follows:
1. Conduct the same study, using a qualitative method, with smaller
population.
2. Repeat the study, differentiating teachers by categories of special
education. For example, asking Resource Teachers or SDC teachers
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what instructional strategies and/or inclusionary practices they
implement.
3. Replicate the study, differentiating levels of students with disabilities
receiving instructional strategy or inclusionary practice. For example,
students with mild disabilities or moderate/severe disabilities.
4. Conduct only qualitative study to determine if teachers have a clear
understanding of instructional strategies and how to implement them
when teaching students with disabilities.
5. Conduct only qualitative study to determine if teachers have a clear
understanding of inclusionary practices and how to implement them
when teaching students with disabilities.
6. Conduct the same survey with school principals to compare perception
of implementation of strategies and practices and how they perceive
their support of when using specific strategies and practices.
7. Conduct a study of a specific instructional or inclusionary practice to
determine if it contributes to students’ academic success.
8. Conduct a study of principals at schools that exited Program
Improvement to determine if they developed strategic plans that enabled
their school to exit PI.
9. Replicate the study after teachers are provided professional development
and ongoing training regarding Instructional strategies and Inclusionary
practices to determine if results would change.
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10. Conduct a study to determine if teachers understand the difference
between Instructional Practices and Curriculum.
11. Conduct a study to determine if teaching philosophy affects a teacher’s
ability to objectively implement specific instructional strategies and
inclusionary practices.
12. Replicate the same study with General Education teachers who have
students with disabilities in their classroom.
13. Replicate the study addressing a specific student population, i.e.
students in resource class, and identifying a specific strategy to
determine if it contributes to student achievement.
14. Conduct a study to determine which groups of students with disabilities,
i.e. students identified with mild/moderate disabilities, are more likely
to achieve and reach AYP benchmarks.
15. Conduct a research study to evaluate how Institutes of Higher Education
prepare teachers in the area of instructional strategies vs. curriculum
implementation.
Concluding Remarks and Reflections
The purpose of this study was to demonstrate that since some schools were able to
reach Safe Harbor, meet AYP benchmarks, and/or exit Program Improvement, they were
being effective in their instructional strategies and inclusionary practices and their
approach could be replicated by other schools. Two groups were identified, schools that
exited Program Improvement and schools that did not. It was believed that by comparing
both groups a difference in educational approaches would be found, as well as support
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from school leadership, i.e. the principal. By identifying specifically researched
instructional strategies and inclusionary practices and asking to what extent teachers
implemented them, it was hoped to discover a difference between the two groups. The
results of the survey were disappointing, but not unexpected. To think there was a “magic
bullet” to address the educational needs of all students with disabilities was unrealistic.
However, the original hypothesis is still accurate; schools will not be able to exit Program
Improvement because students with disabilities will not meet proficiency.
School leaders do not address the needs of this subgroup, and if a school does exit
PI, reach Safe Harbor or meet AYP, it is in spite of this subgroup, not because of it. There
are multiple sources praising UDL and Full Inclusion as the means to provide access to
general education curriculum, however they do not address the underlying issue, which is,
students who are identified as below grade level due to a disability, will not be able to
achieve at a higher level just because of a specific strategy. Best practices will allow all
students to achieve to the best of their ability, and as educators that is what we should
strive for; having all students achieve to their fullest potential. Principals may support and
teachers may implement evidenced-based practices and still not exit Program
Improvement. Principals may develop outstanding strategic plans and communicate their
vision to all stakeholders, but it will not change the fact that students with disabilities need
individualize expectations to meet their needs, and a one-size fits all approach to education
is not providing an adequate education to all students.
Having stated this, the results from this study will benefit school leaders and
teachers in recognizing the need for a variety of strategies and practices that are necessary
when teaching students with disabilities. But more importantly, all educators must
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understand what these strategies and practices are, how they are to be implemented
correctly, the need for ongoing professional development, as well as opportunities for
teachers to work together, from general and special education, in planning and
collaboration, to provide instruction for all students with disabilities. By working together,
with a common, understood, vocabulary, we can begin to provide learning opportunities
for all student to achieve.
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Appendix

1. Letter to Survey Participants
September, 2014
Dear Special Education Teachers and Specialists,
My name is Carolyn Lindstrom and I am a doctoral candidate at Brandman University in
Irvine, CA. I am conducting a research study on the instructional and inclusionary
practices implemented by Special Education teachers when teaching students with
disabilities. You have been specifically identified because your school was a Title 1 school
with a significant subgroup of students with disabilities in the 2012-2013 school year.
I will be sending a survey to you that will take 5 minutes to complete. If you could please
take just a few moments to complete this survey it would be greatly appreciated. The
survey will rate to what extent you implement specific practices and your perception of
support you receive regarding these is used as a way to categorize surveys for tracking
purposes. Individual surveys will not be shared and only final, compiled results will be
compared within the study. At the end of the survey, if you provide your name and school,
you will be eligible for a drawing for a $50 gift card to Office Depot. Four surveys will be
chosen at random.
The study will be used to assist Title 1 schools and districts to identify the needs of Special
Education teachers for Staff Development and training when teaching students with
disabilities.
The results of this survey will be analyzed and available for review by November, 2014. If
you are interested in a summary of results, I would be more than happy to provide them to
you. You may send me an email at lind2804@mail.brandman.edu and I will forward the
results as soon as they are complete.
Thank you in advance for your time.
Sincerely,
Carolyn Lindstrom, M.A.
Doctoral Candidate
Brandman University
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2. 1st Email sent to Group A
My name is Carolyn Lindstrom and I am a doctoral candidate at
Brandman University in Irvine, CA. I am conducting a research study on the
instructional and inclusionary practices implemented by Special Education teachers
when teaching students with disabilities.
You have been specifically identified because your school was a Title 1 school with
a significant subgroup of students with disabilities in the 2012-2013 school year. I wanted
to ask if you
would take 5 minutes to complete the attached survey below. The survey will rate to what
extent you implement specific practices and your perception of support you receive
regarding the implementation of these practices.
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/didnotexitPISH
The surveys are anonymous, Individual surveys will not be shared and only
final, compiled results will be compared within the study.
At the end of the survey, if you provide your name and school, you will be eligible
for a drawing for a $50 gift card to Office Depot. Four surveys will be chosen at random.
The study will be used to assist Title 1 schools and districts to identify the needs
of Special Education teachers for Staff Development and training when teaching students
with disabilities. The results of this survey will be analyzed and available for review by
November, 2014.
If you are interested in a summary of results, I would be more than happy to
provide them to you. You may send me an email at lind2804@mail.brandman.edu and I
will forward the results as soon as they are complete. Thank you in advance for your time.

Sincerely, Carolyn Lindstrom, M.A.
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3. 1st Email sent to Group B
My name is Carolyn Lindstrom and I am a doctoral candidate at
Brandman University in Irvine, CA. I am conducting a research study on the
instructional and inclusionary practices implemented by Special Education teachers
when teaching students with disabilities.
You have been specifically identified because your school was a Title 1 school with
a significant subgroup of students with disabilities in the 2012-2013 school year. I wanted
to ask if you would take 5 minutes to complete the attached survey below. The survey
will rate to what extent you implement specific practices and your perception of support
you receive regarding the implementation of these practices.
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/exitPISH
The surveys are anonymous, Individual surveys will not be shared and only
final, compiled results will be compared within the study.
At the end of the survey, if you provide your name and school, you will be eligible
for a drawing for a $50 gift card to Office Depot. Four surveys will be chosen at random.
The study will be used to assist Title 1 schools and districts to identify the needs
of Special Education teachers for Staff Development and training when teaching students
with disabilities.
The results of this survey will be analyzed and available for review by November,
2014. If you are interested in a summary of results, I would be more than happy to provide
them to you. You may send me an email at lind2804@mail.brandman.edu and I will
forward the results as soon as they are complete. Thank you in advance for your time.
Sincerely, Carolyn Lindstrom, M.A.
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4. Reminder email to Group A
A few weeks ago, I sent you an email requesting your participation in my doctoral
research study regarding the instructional and inclusionary practices implemented by
Special Education teachers when teaching students with disabilities. You were chosen to
participate because your school was a Title 1 school with a significant subgroup of
students with disabilities in the 2012-2013 school year. Because the surveys are
anonymous, I am not able to track specific completed surveys. If you completed the
survey, I sincerely thank you for taking the time to complete it. However, if you did not
complete the survey, I am begging you to please complete it. The survey is quick and will
take 5 minutes to complete. If you could please take just a few moments to complete this
survey it would be greatly appreciated. At this point, I do not have enough surveys to
complete my research, so it would be gratefully appreciated if you would participate.
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/didnotexitPISH (cut and paste into browser)
Individual surveys will not be shared and only final, compiled results will be compared
within the study. At the end of the survey, if you provide your name and school, you will
be eligible for a drawing for a $50 gift card to Office Depot. Four surveys will be chosen at
random. The study will be used to provide critical information to schools and districts on
the best ways to instruct students with disabilities. As a Special Education teacher myself, I
have struggled with my school and district on what is best for my students. I hope to be
able to provide crucial information about the needs for all students with disabilities through
my research. The results of this survey will be analyzed and available for review by
November, 2014.
If you are interested in a summary of results, I would be more than happy to provide them
to you. You may send me an email at lind2804@mail.brandman.edu and I will forward the
results as soon as they are complete. Thank you in advance for your time.
Sincerely,
Carolyn Lindstrom, M.A. Doctoral Candidate Brandman University
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5. Reminder Email to Group B
A few weeks ago, I sent you an email requesting your participation in my doctoral
research study regarding the instructional and inclusionary practices implemented by
Special Education teachers when teaching students with disabilities. You were chosen to
participate because your school was a Title 1 school with a significant subgroup of
students with disabilities in the 2012-2013 school year. Because the surveys are
anonymous, I am not able to track specific completed surveys. If you completed the
survey, I sincerely thank you for taking the time to complete it. However, if you did not
complete the survey, I am begging you to please complete it. The survey is quick and will
take 5 minutes to complete. If you could please take just a few moments to complete this
survey it would be greatly appreciated. At this point, I do not have enough surveys to
complete my research, so it would be gratefully appreciated if you would participate.
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/exitPISH (cut and paste to browser)
Individual surveys will not be shared and only final, compiled results will be compared
within the study. At the end of the survey, if you provide your name and school, you will
be eligible for a drawing for a $50 gift card to Office Depot. Four surveys will be chosen at
random. The study will be used to provide critical information to schools and districts
on the best ways to instruct students with disabilities. As a Special Education teacher
myself, I have struggled with my school and district on what is best for my students. I hope
to be able to provide crucial information about the
needs for all students with disabilities through my research. The results of this survey will
be analyzed and available for review by November, 2014.
If you are interested in a summary of results, I would be more than happy to provide them
to you. You may send me an email at lind2804@mail.brandman.edu and I will forward
the results as soon as they are complete. Thank you in advance for your time.
Sincerely,
Carolyn Lindstrom, M.A. Doctoral Candidate Brandman University
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6. Request to share survey link Group A
I am seeking your assistance, one more time.
I am in need of 60% return rate on my survey to be valid for research. I am currently
hovering 40%.
Because the surveys are anonymous I am unaware of who has taken the surveys, so if you
have I thank you. May I ask you to share the link with the special education teachers on
your site who have not taken the survey? Any help you can give me with this is greatly
appreciated. The survey takes 5 minutes and will report great information about how best
to teach our wonderful students.
I truly thank you for your time and effort.
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/didnotexitPISH

7. Request to share survey link Group B
I am seeking your assistance, one more time.
I am in need of 60% return rate on my survey to be valid for research. I am currently
hovering 40%.
Because the surveys are anonymous I am unaware of who has taken the surveys, so if you
have I thank you. May I ask you to share the link with the special education teachers on
your site who have not taken the survey? Any help you can give me with this is greatly
appreciated. The survey takes 5 minutes and will report great information about how best
to teach our wonderful students.
I truly thank you for your time and effort.
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/exitPISH
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8. Third email to Group A only
My name is Carolyn Lindstrom. A few weeks ago I sent you an
email asking you if you would participate in my doctoral study by completing a
5 minute survey regarding instruction and inclusionary practices of Special
Education teachers. I have sent you the survey again. If you have already taken
the survey, I thank you for your time. If not, please consider completing it. I
am required to receive a 60% return, and although I am close, I am not there
yet. I assure you, it will take 5 minutes. I will be more than happy to share
the results once I have collected and analyzed if you are interested.
Thank you again for your time and have a great day
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/didnotexitPISH (If you highlight then right
click the link, it will ask if you want to go to the survey)
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9. Final Phone Message
Message to leave for teacher
Dear
My name is Carolyn Lindstrom. A few weeks ago I sent you an email asking you if you
would participate in my doctoral study by completing a 5 minute survey regarding
instruction and inclusionary practices of Special Education teachers. I have sent you the
survey again. If you have already taken the survey, I thank you for your time. If not, please
consider completing it. I am required to receive a 60% return, and although I am close, I
am not there yet. I assure you, it will take 5 minutes. I will be more than happy to share the
results once I have collected and analyzed if you are interested.
Thank you again for your time and have a great day
________________________________________________________________________
Message to leave with secretary
My names is Carolyn Lindstrom, this message is for ___________________________.
Can you please leave a note for them asking them to complete the doctoral survey I sent
them a few weeks ago? I know that I have contacted them via email many times, and if
they have already completed the survey I thank them. But if they have not, I would
appreciate it if they would complete the survey, as their information is crucial to the
research on special education. Thank you and thank them for their time.
10. Survey sent to Group A and Group B
Each group was given their own survey link.
Group A - https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/didnotexitPISH
Group B - https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/exitPISH
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